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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 2

(1:45 p.m.)

OPENING REMARKS

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well, welcome to this meetingtbé ITS Program Advisory
Committee. As President Bush once said, thic@adition of the willing, and the willing is a
relatively small fraction of our overall group.

The way I'd like to start is just going aroundfe’'ve got some faces around the table that
people may not have met before, and | think -- Asma,you on the line?

MS. FLEMER: Yes, | am, Joe.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: That's Ann Flemer. I'm very @ed you could join us remotely.
Thank you.

MS. FLEMER: You're welcome. Tl stay on thrénayit the whole meeting, as much as |
can.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: | appreciate that. Thank yothal's great.

So, Ann, | want you to say two words about yofirsé/e have some people around the
table who you haven't met, | don't think. So aessre or two about who you are.

MS. FLEMER: Sure. | am the Deputy Director Rmlicy for the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission. We're the MPO for the Brancisco Bay Area. I'm also the current
chair of the board for ITS America.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Thank you, Ann.

Scott, do you want to take us around?



MR. BELCHER: Hi, I'm Scott Belcher. I'm the picdent of ITS America.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And Adam.

DR. DROBOT: Okay. I'm Adam Drobot. | am themaging director and CTO of 2M
Companies. It's a investment firm.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Thank you.

Don.

MR. OSTERBERG: Don Osterberg. I'm a senior ypiesident, I'm accountable for
safety, security and regulatory compliance for ®dater National, a trucking company
headquartered in Green Bay, Wisconsin.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And you're going to gloat a bioait the Packers -

MR. OSTERBERG: | didn't even go there. Sedédm'tieven go there.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: The Packers' extraordinary vigtor

MR. OSTERBERG: The trophy is home.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Oh, indeed.

Peter.

DR. SWEATMAN: Thanks, Joe. I'm Peter Sweatmanmctbr of the University of
Michigan Transportation Research Institute, ab@uiniles from here. I'm a board member of ITS
America, and | chair the Coordinating Council.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Steve.

MR. SILL: Steve Sill. | work for the ITS JPOmlresponsible for ITS architecture
standards, and some vehicle technology, safetyodotpy systems.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: John.



MR. AUGUSTINE: Good afternoon. John Augustilien managing director of the ITS
Joint Program Office, U.S. Department of Transyiana

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Next to me, in invisible form, vikave Peter Appel, the
administrator of RITA. He will be with us arouna@lock, | am told.

I'm Joe Sussman. I'm a professor at MIT, anattiagrman of this committee.

Bob.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: I'm Bob Denaro, vice preside NAVTEQ, responsible for
8(s) and fuel economy, and also vice chairmanraettifferent places.

(Laughter.)

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Ron.

MR. MEDFORD: Yes, hi. I'm Ron Medford. I'm tHeputy administrator of NHTSA at
DOT.

MR. VONDALE: I'm Jim Vondale.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Jim.

MR. VONDALE: Jim Vondale, and I'm the directdrtbe Automotive Safety Office at
Ford Motor Company.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And we don't have Kirk just ybyt | guess he'll be joining us.

MR. KISSINGER: Peter Kissinger, president anddG# the AAA Foundation for
Traffic Safety in Washington. We're the reseasdility of AAA.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Thank you, Peter.

MR. CALABRESE: Joe Calabrese. | run the busesteins in Northeast Ohio in the

Cleveland Region. I'm here representing the Grédéveland Regional Transit Authority.



CHAIR SUSSMAN: Good. Thank you. Others arotimalside?

MR. FEHR: Walt Fehr with U.S Department of Tramation, ITS Joint Program
Office.

MR. PANGILINAN: Hi. I'm Chris Pangilinan witihe Research and Innovative
Technology Administration, U.S. DOT.

MR. GLASSCOCK: Stephen Glasscock. ITS/JPO.

MR. VELEZ: Charlie Velez, Citizant Incorporateh ITS/JPO contractor.

MR. BUCZKOWSKI: Jim Buczkowski, technical felloand director of Research in
Advance for Electronics at Ford Motor Company.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And also our dinner speaker fos tevening. So we're all looking
forward to your comments. So everyone will havbebave better at dinner than we did out in
Oakland, since we actually have a guest who isatixygeus to pay at least moderate attention.

So let me just say a few words, kind of brindiniggs up to date, and then go through the
agenda and then try to move things expeditiously.

We met first in April of last year and, as a ngadnstituted committee, we had a
committee of 27 hold-overs from the earlier comeaithnd thirteen new people. | chaired and Bob
vice-chaired both generations of the committee.

And from the April meeting came some statemenggeas that we thought were of
particular importance for this committee to focusas it continued to work with the JPO.

The issues that we identified were, first, multttalism, a concern that perhaps highway
domination was an issue, and we wanted to undersian multimodal ITS was. A second area

was what we called the platform approach and IBille, that is, can the approach that JPO is



putting forward provide a platform for other de\@ieents?

Third was communications, and this was the qoestf DSRC and wireless and other
modalities.

Fourth was the issue of technology, the condeahgderhaps ITS in the U.S. was falling
behind, technologically.

And last was the area of transformation, by whwehmeant institutional transformation,
the notion that perhaps some new definition ottisdahips between the public and private sector,
and a redefinition of relationships between, faraple, federal and state government, might be

helpful for us to more effectively deploy ITS.

REVIEW OF JANUARY MEETING

So that served, if you will, as a template foriteeting we had, then, in January out in Oakland,
and now this meeting here in Detroit, and in OattJdrasically what we did is we took the first two
of those areas, multimodalism and IntelliDriveffgdain approach, and we had presentations on each
of those and discussed them in some detail.

And at this meeting we're going to do the sanmgtith the second two areas, which is
sort of a merger of communications and technolagy, also the question of institutional
transformation. So that is how this all sets up.

Now the other outcome of the January meetingakl&hd, now, you know, only eight
weeks or so ago, was the formation of several subttiees, three in particular, to look at
particular areas, recognizing that this group, g@iround the table with different areas of expertis
and interests, might find it difficult to truly eage in the detail that we need to engage in on some

of these questions.



So we established three subcommittees, one thatlled the Technology Strategy
Committee, the second that we called the Standadi$iarmonization Committee, and if I'm
recalling correctly, Peter is the chair of the Treadbgy Strategy Committee and Jim is the chair of
the Standards and Harmonization Committee.

And the last of the three was Program Evaluatimh Strategy, and that's chaired by Ann
Flemer, who is on the phone.

And as the meeting wears on, we'll have an oppibytfor those subcommittees to have
breakouts to talk about what they've accomplisletaiéen the past meeting and this meeting, and
the way forward that they see for the kinds of wibik they will contribute to our deliberationso S
that's on the agenda, primarily for tomorrow. Thesbcommittees will be, | think, very important
in creating some intellectual capital that can beatue to JPO as we come in with
recommendations.

Now the other thing | wanted to mention is itgycabout six weeks ago that we had the
Transportation Research Board meeting in Washingtat | was asked to speak at the ITS
industry review, or whatever they call that sessatways very well attended. | was asked to speak
representing this committee, to give the assemhbldttude a sense of what we have learned and
what we hope to learn in the future.

So | won't of course go through that entire dis@n, but | gave them pretty much a
rundown of what we had been up to in terms of akimook at JPO and its programs, and more
generally, the ITS national program.

And | had a few comments on what | characteraethe committee views, and I'll tell

you what they are. Some of you | think were inabdience, and you know what | said, and | think
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it was consistent with what we have come up witluad this table. First, | had a perspective on
JPO's role within the whole ITS ecosystem. Theggablic organizations, private organizations,
and what not, and the way | characterize the cotee’stview of JPO's role, is that it should in fact
be a leadership role, but not oppressively sot@aphrasing | used.

So they should of course have a major role irptbgram, and guiding the program, but
certainly not dictating to anybody what should beel

Two concerns that | raised -- again, | hope, isterst with what we discussed -- there was
a concern about the rate of deployment of ITSghinere just rolling out too slowly, and there was
a concern with technology strategy. That is, laeg tn fact on the right path to help develop and
foment the development of technologies that wiliroéhe long-run interest of the program?

So the sub-bullets on that were: Is the U.Snfalbehind in its ITS-related technologies?
Is the ITS program properly drawing on "cutting €tiggchnologies developed in other sectors, and
does JPO-again this platform question -- does JB@de a platform for development by others?
All questions that we hope will come out of soméhaef subcommittee discussions.

And then in kind of a "win one for the Gipperh#iof a speech, Knute Rockne, and all
that, | talked about what at MIT | talk about a lhich is the idea of critical contemporary issues
things like mobility, environment, global climatlange, the aging society, global competitiveness,
urbanism around the world, suggesting that alhe$é were areas in which ITS had a role to play,
and that at least my vision, not speaking for tramittee here -- but my vision is that ITS should
be at the center of a new vision for transportatiahe U.S., and | allowed that perhaps the public
was getting a little tired of the transportationfpssion grumbling about how the transportation

infrastructure around the country is falling apartg woe is us, we have these terrible problems,
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and what are we possibly going to do about it,amgdesting that we might be better off taking a
more positive perspective on helping create a nswrvfor transportation, at which we would hope
ITS would be at the core.

So after the standing ovation died down, theytwerto the next speaker and, in fact, they
moved through the program in a way that | thougdd wounterproductive, that is, each of us spoke,
in turn, with no time for questions between eadl) &0 you get to the end of it and nobody
remembers what any of the speakers said excelatshene. So there are no questions or
comments. So that was my representation of osppetive at TRB.

So that's kind of where we are. If | can get thig/ork -- so this is the nominal agenda
that we have before us. I'm making my opening resyand | guess | bundled within the opening
remarks a review of the January meeting, and,dr #&so a review of TRB.

We will, when | finish, and after we open theofldor any questions or comments that
people might have, we'll move into our first substae session. Again, you'll recall, | said we aver
going to focus on two different issues than we $aclion directly in Oakland.

One is technology and communications, and Vicaii®ob Denaro will chair that, and
we'll have a presentation from Walt Fehr, and thygen discussion on what many of us see as a
quite central issue to what we're about. We'lliooe, with a break in midafternoon, through the
rest of the day, discussing those questions. \Atiurn and we'll go to the Vinology Restaurant to
enjoy dinner and hear what I'm sure will be anregeng talk.

And we'll reconvene tomorrow morning at 8:00, amll move into the second of the key
elements that we had defined in our summer refh@riliscussion of transformation, and whether,

in fact, transformation was a worthy and reasongbé, and what in fact we could do about it in
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the context of this committee, and what JPO coaldlubut it in terms of enhancing the institutional
relationships between government, the private seamal so forth.

Then after a break, we'll go to something we hawmne before, because we haven't had
subcommittees before. We will have breakout mgstof the three subcommittees, and if you're
not currently on one, we'll volunteer you for ose we'll have a critical group in each case.

So Peter on the Technology has --remind me wimaler your wing. | think Bob Denaro
is. And Adam.

DR. SWEATMAN: Adam and Robin -- Robin's not hdrguess. But, Robin Chase.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay. Well, she may be partitipg on the phone. She indicated
that was a possibility.

The second is the Harmonization Standards, amishe chair of that, and remind me
who you have under your wing.

MR. VONDALE: We have Scott and we have Adam.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay. So Adam, you're going &vé to timeshare yourself
somehow. And Ann, | hope tomorrow you'll be abl®¢ on the phone for the breakouts. Joe and
Joe are your two lieutenants on that. So whatulgvbope is people who haven't volunteered for
any of the subcommittees will choose one theyrdgezasted in and participate in those discussions.
We have about an hour and a half for that. We haweh served in the room, right here. So some
sort of sandwich lunch, I'm guessing. And therlweve into report-outs by the subcommittees
that will bring us all up to date on what eachhw#fse groups thinks is the appropriate area of study
and perhaps in some cases, even start workingdsvwsame recommendations that we might make

to JPO, recommendations for their consideratiod, e hope, action. And Bob Denaro will chair
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that session on the report-outs.

And then we'll have, following that, a wrap-upatout an hour. The plan is to adjourn by
four o'clock at the latest. We will, we hope, béedo, in that wrap-up, identify some consensus on
specific recommendations that we want to make.willdave -- we currently tentatively have
planned another meeting in June. We'll discussheng¢hat's in fact viable, and what we might
want to talk about at that meeting, with pullinggs together for that purpose. That's what we'll
in that final hour. We will have had all the subyeuittee reports, and | think, hopefully, what will
emerge, is what our useful steps forward mightabd,then we'll adjourn at 4:00.

So are there any questions on the agenda, owehiabpe to get done during this
meeting?

As | said, my perspective is it's time for ustart recommending stuff, and that we have
had these subcommittees put together, so domaertexp each of those areas can begin to have at
it, and we hope be able to come up with some waygard, some recommendations in each of the
areas.

But the floor is open.

Yes, Jim?

MR. VONDALE: Just a quick question on procedsn Buczkowski is here.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes.

MR. VONDALE: As you know, he's our dinner speakile's not a member of the
committee, but if there's a person who knows mbeeietechnology and communications at Ford,
it's Jim Buczkowski. Would you feel comfortabldné -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Oh, sure. I'll look to PeterutBt would seem to me to make
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perfect sense.

DR. SWEATMAN: Sure. Absolutely.

MR. VONDALE: I'd like to have Jim feel comfortigparticipating in the discussion.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Oh, absolutely.

MR. VONDALE: And he may even want to move ughefe's an empty chair right there.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well, we'll see how well he ddesight at the -

(Laughter)

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Any other questions or comments?

Don.

MR. OSTERBERG: | did have a question about tfenda. My note-taking was too
slow. The third, Ann's subcommittee, what was, titw scope of their topic?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: That is program evaluation amatsgy.

MR. OSTERBERG: Got it.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Will advise the committee on caiTS program director and
performance, strategy to promote multimodal coveratgategy to promote accelerated
deployment, and the development of performanceixrtatmeasure progress and achievements.

MR. OSTERBERG: Okay. Thanks.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: I'd just like to underscoréhat you said, in that this is our
second meeting, and in my opinion we'll probablyeha third meeting, but we've got to get toward,
eventually, a consensus on a recommendation meahwére going to send to Congress. So, you
know, I think all of us need to start thinking abbow do we whittle this down, now, to a

manageable set of recommendations that we thinthanmmost important things to say.
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So please keep that in mind as we go througlyt@aal what follows.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: | couldn't agree more, and | hdpet tomorrow, when it gets to be
3:00 o'clock, that those will emerge in some kihd oonsensus form, that we can all salute at.
We're running rather close to the quorum line is tommittee. We have a committee of nineteen.
At this very instant we have ten, counting Annlo& telephone, which I'm told we can count. So
stay on the phone Ann. Or don't tell us if youa@éthe phone, | guess is a better way of putting

MS. FLEMER: I'm still here.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Good.

So if we're going to go into any formal votegrthwe have to be cognizant of the fact, our
guorum requirements, but perhaps we'll have ofbersis as the meeting wears on. Kirk, from
here, in Michigan, I'm guessing is going to shovsame time later this afternoon.

Anything else?

Okay. If not, | suggest that we move into thehtelogy and communications discussion,

and | will turn the program over to the vice chBiop Denaro.

TECHNOLOGY AND COMMUNICATIONS DISCUSSION

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Allright. Thanks, Joe. lue give you a little background on
this, so that we're all on the same page, if yoertiember, we had discussions in our initial
meeting, quite a bit, on technology and specifjoatimmunications. Obviously, there's a very
heavy focus on the DSRC, because there's now gfesgaency, it has a more latent capability for
safety applications, and so forth.

But we all understand that if this program i®gosuccessful, it's going to have to use

multiple communications, and, in fact, last yearsome of our earlier committee work, we made
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very strong recommendations on there, and JPOdmasayggressively, in my opinion, moved
forward with respect to embracing other communicatechnologies also.

And if you remember, we picked out a chart, fimsé, which had the basic fundamental
DSRC communications, and applications associatedtiat, and then it had what we call the
"yellow things" and in the yellow area, where lotsnobility applications but potentially more
consumer-generated type application, potentidibt, inight be over cellular, there may be satellite
links, you know, be probably other communicatiaht®logies, and at the end of the day, we
certainly recognized that communications, there avasry important aspect of a platform solution
here, such that all these various applicationsdcondate a rich environment where you'll have a lot
of participation by people in the system, beyorstd jne DSRC.

So anyway, that's just a frame of what was th&vbat we're going to do in this session is,
| think our purpose is to let's make sure we geojptions on the table, what some of the opinions
are with respect to various communications thatilshioe in consideration, how they might be
used, and that sort of thing. Let's make sureavi@'d of all understanding that. And I think the
diversity of people in this room will help in idégtng that.

In fact, Jim, this might be an area where youamaniribute as well, since Ford has always
been very aggressive in this area. Communicaisoine vehicle.

And then as a product of this discussion, youkno line with what Joe said earlier, |
hope that we can get to some convergence on agnebit is the platform of communications, if
you will, and this discussion does a lot for ottemhnologies.

So let's see if we can converge on some levedi@ement on what's there, and to the

extent that that might be something a little bitedlent than where the JPO is going, obviously, tha
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lends itself to advice that we would be giving.

So again, let's keep our minds on the fact tleéewooking for recommendations that we
might want to make.

And as far as process we'll go through in tkigyst Walt's going to give us a little
presentation to start with, he's our top expethigmarea from JPO, and then pretty much open
discussion, as he says, and | don't have any pres@a notions, so we'll just see where it goes.

So any questions or comments on that?

(No response.)

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Okay. Walt, want to kick aff?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Somebody from JPO, John, perhagpsduce Walt.

This is my first time meeting him, so who henslavhere he fits would be helpful.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Sure. So Walt Fehr has beenileadur systems engineering effort,
and is our resident technical expert on our velileshicle infrastructure testbed that we have in
the Michigan area. Walt previously was a suppanti@ctor to the VIIC, the consortium that
technically operates and maintains the testbed.

And | can say you aptly stated, as our residagttrtical expert on these kind of issues.

MR. SILL: Ithink Walt can take credit for a festher things. | believe the number was
named about 21 patents, but he also worked for Mdiat@reviously; right?

MR. FEHR: Yes.

MR. SILL: You've been around for a while.

MR. FEHR: Yes. The vast majority of my expecdetas been outside of the

government. | spent -- | hate to admit it -- bueio30 years in the transportation vehicle indestri
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both of an OEM, and for electronic components sap@nd I'm relatively new at the office. So |
maybe bring that kind of a perspective to the tetdgy that kind of underlies a lot of the
applications of this area that we're interestedma, most of my background has been in automotive
electronics. So I'm quite familiar with the velidgide of this area that we're working in.

So with that introduction, and | want to thankiddor the nice introduction, I've been
asked to address two particular topics that wewadht up by the committee.

The first one is related to communication, an@twhay have been an emphasis on one
particular mode of communication, that permeatediark for a while, and then the various
technologies that may be appropriate for this paldr area.

And in order to kick off those discussion topiosianted to talk about a couple of
particular activities that I'm leading within oufice, that are intended to address those particula
iISsues.

And the first one, that I'll talk about briefig, a system definition update. One of the
things that hadn't been done for a while was aataation, or a re-documentation of the system that
enables all of the applications that we're intexkst.

We tend to think of safety mobility improvementaenvironment improvement types of
applications. But we have to pay attention tot#ohnology, and how that technology is connected
together in order to enable those things to exist.

So we're going through a fairly rigorous systemgineering process to define, or update,
our definition of a enabling technology system,tthieg that all of this stuff rides on, and I'm igig
a little bit of an update to that.

One of the more important things is our particuiterest and emphasis --and this can go
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around in this update -- is paying attention todbemunication that takes place away from the
roadside. Earlier iterations of the system tertdddcus on the mobile component, and the first
point of contact between that mobile componentthadixed site of the infrastructure.

What we're realizing is it's extremely importintinderstand what happens once it gets
off on the side of the road, and back into the eé#ite applications that exist back in the initial
Internet area. So we kind of take a more holegbigroach, this go-round. So when we talk about
the word communication, we don't mean just oveatheWe mean through the Internet as well,
because both are equally important in this pasicatena, to have successfully operating
applications.

And it's pointing out some interesting aspecthat, that we, as an office, need to be
aware of and take into consideration when we makeypand other recommendations, because
again, that communication through the Internetjisadly important because the communication,
over the air, to vehicles.

The next piece that | was going to talk about, iatroduce you to, is a technology scan
exercise that we're doing in order to keep us aniu@ more aware of what's going on around us,
and what may be applicable to this particular spheand I'll point you to some information or links
to information that are available to everyone mt¢bmmittee to have access to, so that you can use
the same mechanism that we now have availablegp yourselves aware of what's going on
around us, and what may actually cross into thiggodar space in the short term.

One of the big take-aways from this discussioat k hope to impart, is that we now
understand that we have a very different, much rdimerse deployment that's going to make these

kinds of applications that we're interested in fimdssand we're trying to properly document all of
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that, and properly borrow technology from otheilarén order to make this thing happen as rapidly
and as quickly as possible.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Walt, at the risk of embarrassmygself, please go back to the slide.
Can you say a few more words about the distindieiween what we called over the air, within the
Internet, in the ITS context. I'm not sure I'myflgrasping the concept.

MR. FEHR: Okay. Most people generally don't putm the conclusion, that any one of
these applications are implemented in a fairlyrithsted fashion. They don't just exist in a vehicl
They don't just exist on the side of the road, thegl don't just exist back in the Internet somewher

There are components of any one of these apphsathat are somewhat equally
distributed throughout the environment, and therooamication paths from one application
component, that may be mobile, across the aingaggine point of contact on the side of the road,
or close to the side of the road, back into therirdt, becomes the entire path of the
communications.

So coming up with a unified method for gettinfprmation from one side of an
application to another becomes very important,eartier descriptions of the enabling technology
or the enabling system for these applications we \weerested in, maybe was made a little too
focused on just the over-the-air component.

We missed an opportunity to properly describlyitincluding the back end component --

CHAIR SUSSMAN: You're talking about standardoAM or V to I. In the way we've
conceived it in the past, you're characterizing éisd'over the air" --

MR. FEHR: Right.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: -- and you're suggesting that beaywe missed the boat by not
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thinking about the Internet as part of the flow.

MR. FEHR: Right. The | to | part of it is alsaportant.

MR. DENARO: Joe, | can think of a very simpleample on one of these devices. You
end up with a traffic map. Okay. That will haegalfrom individual phones sitting in cars, okay,
going over the air, going to a data center somesyhdnich then crunches on it, then distributes it
back.

He's looking at this as a whole system that'bdimething like that, essentially.

MR. FEHR: Right. This component in the backoaffis equally important as the
component in the vehicle.

MR. DENARO: And what you'll find is in fact from cost perspective and a complexity,
the back end may be the toughest part of this mouiat many respects.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: | think that's helpful. Thankwyo

MR. VONDALE: Well, while you're on it -- are ydalking about methods of
deployment, there?

MR. FEHR: Methods of deployment, and it was neeglparticular reference back to the
DSRC centric view that may have been portrayeaihes system descriptions. It's going to be
much more diverse than that, knowing also that axethis back end that we have to account for,
makes it a lot more rational, or a lot easier toklabout more diverse communication methods
between the first point of contact and the movilegnents

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Walt, you're going to get malso -- | mean, part of the model
we're seeing evolved here for utilizing locatiomisome ways looks like an absolute, okay, and so

if we make this open enough, you can envisionitisatot just something prescribed on a back-end
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server but there's actually people hopping in aedtimg things, and so forth.

However, in the vehicle -- and maybe in the phemaronment, we don't care what shows
up on the phone. Have atit. You know, peopledside to use it or not. In the car, we do dare i
it shows up there. Is part of what you're tallkafigput also management of that ecosystem?

MR. FEHR: Yes. Very much so, because findingtbat the communication -- | hate to
almost say this -- is less important than the mament and oversight capability that's built intis th
thing, communication will happen through a varietynedia, some of them, you know, chosen
because of the characteristics and whether thgyosuiproadcast or point to points. But the
management and oversight needs to be consistematier which communication media are used,
whether it's over the air or through the Interbetause of those very reasons.

We have, in this particular arena, have a inténdsaving some kind of management and
oversight capability, so that there is an abilityptevent it from being, you know, a "wild, wild
West," where anybody with a computer in their basgnean create stuff, and it may not be
appropriate stuff.

So that's one of the more interesting thingsithlaécoming very clear to us, is how do we
structure this management and oversight capatilttyin the thing, and so a lot of our work
includes the communication but also includes thatgonent, and that actually may be a more
appropriate simple for us, rather than picking eimabsing, you know, details of implementations.

So with that, | was going to give you a littlé tmore of an idea of this exercise that we're
going through. We're about halfway through it. tlds looks like a PowerPoint presentation
because it hasn't gotten to the concrete endyef. it

But in order to go through this in a fairly rigois process, we're using a fairly standard
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systems engineering approach to coming up with wilatiltimately be some recommendations
for an architecture for this set of technology #itd in the middle of all of our applications.

We started the process by recanvassing the asengnities. We all know a fairly large
number of stakeholder engagement activities, staléist fall, going through the holiday period,
where we had several open meetings in a numbeff@fet venues. We invited as many of the
stakeholder community groups as we could to ppéteiin these, and through those stakeholder
engagement exercises, people had a chance to attearpculate their needs. What do they need
this thing to do?, not necessarily how are thepgto build it, or what do they want to buy. But
what do they really need it to do?

So we listened to a lot of that kind of interactwith the stakeholder communities, and
are going through the process of sifting out therival needs of what this technology needs to
support, and we're right at the process where vaeveloped the initial draft of a concept of
operation in the system, which will highlight thpetrticular short list of needs, we boiled it down t
about 23 or 24 fundamental needs that the systepahd it's usually a good indication that you're
on to something, if you can count all of the usszds on your fingers and toes.

If you get more than that, you're into instatiator design details.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: You said twenty-four?

MR. FEHR: Yes. | actually have six digits orcleaf my -

(Laughter.)

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Let me just break in to ask ifuyocould just say a word or two about
who these users you canvassed were, not by nanhy battor.

MR. FEHR: We attempted to involve all of theditenally transportation stakeholder
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communities, both from industry and from Governmant from academic types of institutions.
We tried to bring in some new potential stakehotenmunities that may ultimately take
advantage of this system, such as the insuranastitgchnd telecommunications industries.

And we like to think that -- it wasn't just higawpeople we talked to. It was as many of
the user communities that we could possibly thifaland one of the more noticeable outcomes of
involving that many different diverse elements itite mix, is that you'll no longer see us refer to
vehicles. They're mobile elements.

Because "vehicle" is a somewhat confining dediniof these things that move around,
and participate -- well, have a marked intereghéntransportation arena. You know, there are
humans walking around, which are vehicles thaigpate in it, and all sorts of different thingSo
we're trying to stay away from the V word at thiesge of the description, because we don't want to
confine ourselves to thinking, you know, these fahieeled things that people drive around.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: When we come, for example, tdestiepartments of transportation,
transportation departments in large and smallsgipeablic transportation operators -

MR. FEHR: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: These are the kinds of people -

MR. FEHR: Those were the kinds of different dedpat we had involved, and that's
where a lot of the -- | wouldn't call them new idglaut new appreciation for old ideas, come from,
is that diverse group that we actually engageditinis.

Last time, the efforts may have been a littledmtfocused on the people that operate
roadway networks and people who don't like vehiclHsat's one of the criticisms of the previous

work. So we purposely tried to -- we involveddadlthose but we tried to involve the rest of the
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transportation world as well, plus things thatsmetimes considered on the periphery of the
transportation world.

MR. BELCHER: Joe, if | could just add to th&t/e helped pull people together. As you
said, we involved the telecommunications industoytelephone companies, other information
providers, public safety groups, both the polige, bther first responders, included, reached into
the defense community, and so it was a prettywag a much broader cut than it's been before. |
think Walt's exactly right.

MR. VONDALE: You're talking about then switchitg something that starts with the
word moving?

MR. FEHR: Yes.

MR. VONDALE: | guess my question is why doekate to be moving, because we
talked, | think last time, about things like padkimeters, that might initiate the initial
communication, cause people want to know whetlpariang place is open, or a parking structure.

Why does the --

MR. FEHR: That particular device would fall irttee field box on this particular chart.
There are things that --when we are talking abdwithings that don't necessarily move, or don't
move often, there are things at the edge of tmsp@tation arena, like your parking meters, or
some of the more classic ITS kinds of elements.

And we no longer call it roadside equipment, bseaagain, we wanted to get away from
maybe a stereotype, or a confining connotatiort tlngs near the moving elements are also
envisioned a part of this.

And so you see, three main groups of users afdresystem, there are the mobile
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elements, which are the things that typically mak@ind, and they can be vehicles, or they could
be people that interact with vehicles, or peopée ¢gfet into vehicles, that kind of area within it.

There are the field elements, which are the teetite mobile elements. And there's what
we call center, for lack of a better word, stutittexists far back into the traditional Internand
then there's a certain human element to it as well.

| had mentioned earlier, that we're beginniniggoome very cognizant that management
and oversight are one of the more important aspéthss thing that we're working with, and we
have to consider that there needs to be somethdnas some kind of -- gives some kind of
direction to this thing.

All of those things feed into the core systend tre core system's main objective is to
define the interfaces between those elementsasaformation can flow to these distributed
application components, that could exist in anglbof those different locations.

So immediately -- and it's kind of a blurry linght now, between the core system and this
layer of communication, the thing that actuallyldea the application components to interact with
each other.

And then sitting on -- it's kind a hard to givdepth perception from this particular
diagram. The applications then sit on top of #mat make use of the underlying elements. The
communication, media, then the core system whitihelewhat information, and how that
information is marshaled through the communicatioop.

DR. SWEATMAN: Walt, can you say a bit more abaiiat you characterized as a
center. | didn't quite get that.

MR. FEHR: That was one of the things that weggted with most. Understanding the
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applications exist in a distributed fashion, sorheluch exist out in the traditional internet. Heo
exist at a center somewhere, and if you can thirskietter name for that particular box--you have a
chance of winning our Name The Box contest. Watspeurs trying to come up with an
appropriate name for that. But it's things likeaivAdam does for a living.

DR. DROBOT: Yes. So let me maybe again sost&b back and ask a question the
following way.

Now when I look at what you have put out themj iave a number of fundamental
functions, one of which is communications, one bicl is storage and retrieval of information,
one of which is computing of whatever form it hd$e actual software that represents the
applications that you want to have, and the lastaoe the interface devices that are either machine
to machine, or machine to human being.

So those are to be sort of, you know, the figeadients in the kitchen. They can cook up
a meal from. Okay?

MR. FEHR: Right.

DR. DROBOT: Okay. You know, and that would be&puld say, sort of a technology
view of your system, okay, that those are the émgllingredients. Okay. When you're
approaching this as a construct, okay, you knovatwfind is that there are elements of those
ingredients splatted across almost all the boxasytiu have.

MR. FEHR: Yes. What we're finding is that ttiigg that we're talking about is not a
physical thing, it's a logical thing, and that'® @f the hardest things for people to grasp ri¢fht o
the bat. We're not really talking about a specsiitated nuts and bolts set of equipment, and the

applications that run on it. Those things raredgtan modern days. Probably one of the last
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instantiations of a completely dedicated transpiortapplication enabling system was the old
railroad signalling things that relied on pointgoint wiring from every switch to every indicator
device, and it was completely self-contained andpietely isolated from everything else. That
was back in the early 1900's. Since then everytisibecoming more and more a logical construct
that sits on top of a lot of other things.

So this may not be a completely satisfying, giot know, the easy thing to bite off,
because, you know, some people have complainediblitwe just defined the internet, and to a
certain extent--

DR. DROBOT: You have.

MR. FEHR: --they're correct. This thing thatnedalking about is a logical element that
sits on a lot of existing elements already, andtwiganeed to then figure out is what the important
thing that are--that make it unique for what weatking about, and when we get into the
requirements description and the architecture @agehase of this, we'll go from, it does
everything to what it specifically does to suppbé applications that we're particularly interested
in.

So we're beginning to put bounds on it when &g 8b articulate specific requirements
for it, and then that leads to a logical architegtwhich then somebody can build, and when we
find out that we get to the point where somebodlgbut, we're probably going to find out that the
biggest thing that has to be built from scratdhésmanagement and oversight part of it. That's
what--is about the only thing that doesn't exiame form or other already.

There may be some sprinkling technology elemtertiske care of particular needs,or

requirements that are finely articulated, andshaktiere our old friend, 5.9 gigahertz DSRC might
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come in. But people will see how that fits inte tkhole of this management and oversight thing,
sits on top of it, and everything else alreadytexso you don't have to build it, you just have to
understand it and properly configure it and use it.

So those are some of the interesting things apin of that particular activity, and very
shortly, we're going to be circulating the conagfpaperation, which has the detailed articulatibn o
the user needs in it for public comment, and weglke sure that this particular committee gets a
copy of that, and we would love to have detailethic@nts from, you know, such as yourselves, or
people in your organizations when this goes ounake sure we're getting closer to the mark.

Sometimes, those of us standing in the middieaain't see it.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So the idea is that this--backtloa previous one a little bit.

MR. FEHR: I'm sorry.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: That you will replace the exigfidocuments we call ConOps with
this new definition, the other--the earlier oneutl and void.

MR. FEHR: It's not necessarily null and void{ ie've all matured over the last four
years or so, when that exercise was done ladts$ogh time that it be updated.

We're going to find out--there were some venfuldbings that came out of that previous
definition, and some things that were maybe ové&ddan that previous definition. So it won't be
completely unrecognizable when you see it next.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So you are characterizing it asie sort of continuum--

MR. FEHR: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: --that it's moving along a smogptith, not a disruptive step-wise

change in how we're going to operate?
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MR. FEHR: No. I see it as a continuous improgehthat it's going through. Like | said,
our understandings are getting much more mature Mde/learned a lot through previous exercises
that we've done. We know the parts that we wakeg&p, and the parts that need to be improved or
expanded upon, or actually, and finally includethis definition.

So you're going to see it growing. It isn't thinag it out and starting over.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: I think a particular challeags that, you know, these don't last
long and was put together four years ago and nowve learned a lot since and there's a lot to
consider.

We're going to wait 12, 15, 20 years before westsaifficient penetration in automobiles,
and so forth, to actively deliver on some of thanpise.

So whatever we're coming up with here, you'reingrap with there has to be a system
that, on one hand, could provide to implement shmgttoday, so in 2014, when you get the pieces
working and be productive--but it has to have lggade operating 20 years from now too.

And somehow, | suspect we can't predict, veryately, what communications and
internet might look 20 years from now.

MR. FEHR: Yes. That's why we--

DR. DROBOT: But you want to make sure that y@uoot so dependent on it, and that in
fact, when you look at--1 think what Walt, you knowalt has presented, there really are some
underlying, long-lived, well-accepted interfac& when you look at something like the internet as
a set of protocols, | mean, that's been arounsdiore time and it doesn't seem to be going away,
okay, and it gives you the convenience of integggliots of other things at a much, much lower cost

than in the past. You know, very valuable.
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MR. FEHR: Yes. that was one of the main reagandefinitely separating the idea into
layers. That was probably one of the most uskings learned from--

DR. DROBOT: Could be composition.

MR. FEHR: --that internet example is that sefeatfae message from the medium allows
you to change both of them independently, andiagstbecome available, people will invent new
things, you can add them in, as appropriate, am@vtiole thing can continue to advance, and in
hindsight, it looks obvious that you need to hasaething like that, but it isn't always that easy t
see when you're looking at a blank piece of paper.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: I'm not sure what 9G lookkdi yet, so--

(Laughter.)

MR. FEHR: It's fast. We're coming up with thérg soak it all up faster than it's
becoming available.

A couple of the key things | wanted to point fvatn this exercise, again, this
decomposition into the layered, is that we undedstmme of the unique communication patterns,
trying to separate it from communication media, determining how communications need to take
place, and this is one of the more useful things\ilere learned by some of the previous exercises,
and it leads to some unique technology that mayeleeed to implement this, is that a lot of the
communication that takes place, particularly ambtigsmobile elements, and primarily vehicles, if
you think vehicle to vehicle, happens in a broaticexle.

The sharing of situation information at a vergidarate between parties that don't have
established relationships, and all the rest oftthag, will lead us to some unique technologyhatt

particular area, because there aren't many teaieslthat accomplish those kinds of
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communications.

So by understanding that the sharing of situatifsrmation amongst mobile elements,
they're fundamental to all of the crash avoidancdsof applications, and that's done very
efficiently in a broadcast fashion, and when youtdise kinds of things in a broadcast fashion, in
the kind of environment where we have elements egrfitom unknown parties, if it leads to some
interesting requirements for that particular comitation medium, so we're finding that broadcast
fashion of information, or situation informationofsanges, is one of the fundamental
communication modes that take place, both from ra@bément to mobile element, vehicle to
vehicle, and from roadside to vehicle.

There's another broadcast communication of giuatformation, and it takes place from
the roadside to mobile elements.

A classic example of that is at a signalizedrsgetion, where a traffic signal controller is
broadcasting to any mobile element near it its@adr situation, what phase each one of the lights
are on, and all the rest of that.

That's done very efficiently in a broadcast fashihere you want to get that information
to any available listener, and doing it simultarsipis a very efficient way of doing that.

So we have those two broadcast kinds of, portsbtise communication task. One that's
intended from mobile elements, and one that's dadrirom fixed elements, and everything else
boils down to a point-to-point communication. Té#be only other kind of communication that
takes place in this particular system that we'reking on, from a specific device to a specific
device, and that can take place anywhere withisystem.

DR. DROBOT: So a question, Walt. There is boaatl, where everybody gets it.
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MR. FEHR: Right.

DR. DROBOT: What | don't see up there is mudticavhere you have the ability to tailor
it, SO a subset of everybody proximate gets it.

MR. FEHR: We were quibbling over the word braestdecause--

DR. DROBOT: Cause it's, you know, multicasts Brmhdcasts are very different,
essentially.

MR. FEHR: Right.

DR. DROBOT: Okay. And it would seem to me thmafiticast is actually central to what
you're trying to do, in some sense, here.

MR. FEHR: Yes. Again, this is another one afsa Name the Box contests that we have
going on, choosing the right word for that, but itthea is getting information from one source to
many other users, effectively and simultaneously.

DR. DROBOT: Yes. With some control of who tteers are.

MR. FEHR: Right. Exactly. With management and-

DR. DROBOT: And broadcast usually doesn't haag t That's the only point.

MR. FEHR: It's tricky but it can be done. Edi&lbng trust relationships between
communicating partners, whether it's being comnaiattin a broadcast fashion, or in a multicast
fashion, are important in this particular arenae Tisteners have to be able to trust the sourtdeeof
information, whether it's coming from a car thapproaching you with a closing speed of 120
miles an hour, or if it's coming from your traftondition advisory service, whatever that might be.

You have to trust the source of the informatishich leads to some very tricky design

problems in the mobile to mobile arena, and tha @vee of the more valuable things that we
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learned out of a lot of this past work that we'ved is that we think we've actually come up with a
way of doing that, instantly establishing a tresationship between anonymous communicators.

Nobody else on the planet knows how to do thatwe think we do, and if you even talk
with people who have high levels of need for eghlvig trust relationships, and communicators,
military, people like that, they never have a siarawhere it's between anonymous communicators,
which is one of the things that we're trying toigesnto this particular thing. So it brings ups®
interesting engineering challenges for those aflus enjoy those kinds of things.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Did you say you think you've setiithat issue?

MR. FEHR: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So what's the silver bullet?

MR. FEHR: | could spend some time delving iftattparticular topic, because it is one
of the unique things that is baked into the desigh9 gigahertz DSRC, it's the ability for, in a
broadcast fashion, being able to authenticatefywttie transmitter before--you know, by the
receiver.

And the 5.9 gigahertz DSRC, if | can divergetéelbit from my prepared remarks, had
this guiding principle, anonymity by design. &ise of the few communication media over the air,
that doesn't present a permanent ID to availagtieniers. It's a constantly changing ID. So that
allows the mobile elements to be effectively anooys

They never show up with the same MAC addressatthie physical media, for example.
They never have to reveal their identity until theyn a situation where there's proper safeguards
protect their identity.

It's not like Bluetooth, where people made aress out of sniffing your cell phone
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Bluetooth MAC ID, so they know how far you've treagtand all the rest of that kind of stuff.

It's not like a cell phone that's constantly banacked by the infrastructure, so it
knows where to place an incoming call. There isvag to track a specific 5.9 gigahertz
DSRC global transmitter, because there is no pezmdb that's presented. So we had to come up
with a mechanism that could then be able to auttegatmessages that come from these
anonymous sources.

As a receiver of a vehicle to vehicle basic yaieessage, | want to know if it's
coming from a legitimate vehicle and not somebdody'$ spoofing it, or altering it, or doing
something either intentionally or unintentionallyong with the information they're sending to me.

So we've come up with using adapted standardagggphic processes to do that,
and in order to be able to allow that to happgogits doubly to this need for the central
management and oversight element of the systeonger to establish the fundamental trust
relationships, which then manifest themselvesaséeicryptographic security credentials that are
installed in all of the devices, so that a rand@viak can receive a message from another random
device, and effectively instantly authenticate thebmes from a legitimate device, and believe and
use--

DR. DROBOT: So a public key or--

MR. FEHR: It's a variant of a public key infrastture.

DR. DROBOT: Okay.

MR. FEHR: It's been tailored for that particudat of user needs, and the
requirements for that communication environmemnmd &verybody's interested in how we're doing

that. That's another one of the novel thingsgltatme out of this work, is that nobody's had & de

36



with that kind of a situation before.

It's important that everybody understands, trewevtaken very seriously this
expressed need by the user community of privaaesign, and we wanted to learn from some of
the mistakes that have been made in that kind efean and do things differently, so there's a
reasonable chance that the privacy of individusisgithat particular technology are preserved.

We don't do something that inadvertently exptisesn, or allows them to be
tracked, or other things that aren't less desirable

One of the other useful things that's comingadutt, in hindsight, it's kind of an
obvious thing, is that we want to come up with iedifprocesses for data exchanges among all of
the application components. That's one of thedsta things that have enabled so much to come
out of this thing that we now know as the intermets that the message was separated from the
communication medium, so that a message could tirave one point of it to another point of it,
and not have to be changed all along the way. éfimatively define a payload and then transport
that payload by whatever means are appropriateailable, and it gets from one application
component on one end, all the way to the otheramdljt doesn't have to be changed every step of
the way.

So that's one of the other important aspectseo€ore system are going to be
defining the data exchanges that take place, atdb&romes, then, the subject of either open or
private or however it manifests itself, standarcis/dies.

| already touched on the third bullet there,uhiied process for establishing trust
relationships, checking the ownership or the pgivafdnformation that travels independently of the

communication medium. There are also going totheramportant aspects to this, particularly
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now that we're paying a considerable amount ofitatie to this thing out on the fixed side, the
internet, and how do you establish those trustiogiships and protect privacy as stuff travelstad
way from a source in a mobile element, all the wagugh to its destination somewhere out in the
internet, and do it in a unified fashion, so thgdia, information can come from anonymous
elements and travel to a central location andusted when it's received?

So that's going to be a significant area of vibgt we're going to undertake in this
area. It's maybe another one of the areas thad aetually meeting a lot of other areas interest.

The other central element--and this is one tleastnuggled with quite a bit--was the
need to have some kind of a central ability to rgarend broker certain data, and this data is
generally related to the overall state of the sgst&@hose of us in transportation tend to thinkh
as information about how global elements are flgwhirough the transportation network--but when
we were going through this ConOps walk-throughgwiea mental exercise for primarily
transportation-oriented people.

Just imagine that instead of working under cantrath USDOT, they were
working under contract with USDOE, the Energy Dépant. They have a very similar situation,
the integration of mobile elements with their fixattastructure are cars.

So the thought problem that we went througlf iseidefine this underlying,
enabling system, would it apply to that contextwa#i as our transportation context, and yes, it
does. It turns out they have a lot of the exattesaeeds. They have some probably unique needs
that are actually going to need requirements, it tinderlying needs are the same, and so
including this need to have a central data mareggbroker, they need to know the state of their

system as well, what the multiple elements conteilbol their knowledge of the state of that system,
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just like we, in the transportation arena, tenthiok of probe data.

You know, the state of vehicles as they opetataugh the roadway network, they
need to know the state of these mobile elementopsrates through the energy network as well.
As, you know, energy is consumed, may help themigrehem where they're going to need to
have resources available when those mobile elerdenide they need to connect.

So | think we're coming up with some very usefuke ideas about the underlying
technology, and how that technology is organized,@articularly how it's managed in the center of
all of this through how do we enable these apptinat

So again, that exercise is ongoing right nowyee2ached the stage in the process
where we've gotten a reasonably good draft ofabiatept of operation, and we're about to circulate
that.

The next area here, if | can shift topics novpitalk about this technology scan and
assessment task that we have ongoing within tieeafbw.

And again, it's intended to keep us informed tiatg happening around us, what
may be coming in to our sphere of interest in & term, maybe four to five years from now,
what's going to become available?

So keeping people in the office, more up to tlzae may be practical for
individuals to do. So we have a directed effothis particular area.

We have engaged with some of Scott's people thid particular task for us, and
they are on a fairly regular basis bringing thigidings in, and make those findings available.

We're particularly interested in their assessrf@rthe transformative technology.

What's about to change out there, that may chdiegeady we think about implementing some of
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the things that we're doing? So they've been doimgetty good job of making sure that we don't
miss things that we need to keep track of, keepaabof.

And one of their reports is available, and som@y@ep copies are available you can
take a look at the break, or whenever, and scanghrwhat they found, and we can make those
reports available as well, and electronically, eithn our website or through other distribution
channels, because it's useful information for dwealy to keep track of. We don't have to have, you
know, the technology rug yanked out from undeians, not know that it's coming.

| picked up on one of the particular pieces taahe out of that particular scan,
because it kind of highlights that the stars aadisg to align, to make this underlying technology
available to actually implement a lot of the apgiicns that we're talking about.

And one of the things that we were finding veegidable about our system is the
separation of the medium and the message, thgydbitransport a packet of information from one
application component all the way to the other @iitie system, to the other application
component, without changing it, and 4G cellulgrasticularly well adept at doing that becauseait's
completely IP-based kind of a communication. fyvauch facilitates that idea of being able to
transport something through it, without having bamge it as it goes from one physical medium
boundary to the next. The last thing you wantaweehto do is have everything stop, be unpacked
and repacked, as you go from one technology boyndamnother. As you go over the air to the
roadside, back into the internet, you want thatqza/to just travel right through, and that's ohe o
the nice aspects, a very nice aspect.

They finally have figured out that voice and lapéone call is nothing more than a

data exchange. You don't need a particular spieciahology to transport voices or data packets.

40



Anyway.

So some interesting outcomes from that, and agdot of these enabling kinds of
things are happening around us.

Some other things from, findings from the, in thehnology scan, are we're not just
analyzing or observing technology, but some offienomenon around technology. Such things
as, you know, telematics business models, anéphstore phenomenon that has taken off with
some of the smartphone, the advent of smartphboeswill those kinds of, what are effectively
business processes, influence what we're doingp@ndve're doing it?

And we're trying to learn from what people havea and get to the secondary and
tertiary kinds of concerns that we may have, thejflve make it a little more complicated than just
wholesale instantly adopting something from ano#inena and bringing it directly into our arena.
| brought some samples along of--one of the thingswe're investigating, and keeping ourselves
abreast of, are, you know, these things that avevkras smartphones.

So through a contract mechanism, we accumulateedbevery make of all of the
latest smartphones with location-sensing abilitthem. We got them from HTC and Apple and
Motorola and BlackBerry, plus some of the PND desjdecause some of the secondary and
tertiary things become more important to us thamthility to run an ap.

We need to know is the positioning service abdelan these things good enough to
support some of the applications that we wouldtikdo, or are some of them better than others?

And also certain considerations that maybe gpein'tary considerations for the
users of these things, like the battery life. ¢ mun one of our applications, people have an

expectation that their phone will last for a dajobe they have to charge it again.
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But some of these location-based applicatiorggnequire that the thing effectively
be plugged in all the time. So when we requirepfeeto change their usage patterns, to be able to
use some of these kinds of things, and then i #ugy ability, since management and oversight of
our system has become very important to us inybis know, wild, wild west that we have out
there of ap stores--is there any ability to infleemhat people do and manage what people do with
these kinds of things so that we have an oppoyttmiprevent people from doing things that may
be counterproductive or inappropriate. You kndw, driver distraction thing is the big concern
right now.

So we, in the office are, you know, getting eigreze with that kind of stuff, in a
hands-on fashion, as much as we can so that weakeegst of it.

Another thing that we're investigating is, yowwn accelerating the introduction of
these particular applications that we're interesteparticularly the safety kinds of things, ad s
people are asking, well, can the after-market itrghaio it?

And some time this summer, you'll be able toaBest Buy, pick one of these
boxes off of the shelf. It's a complete OnStaltlnto the inside rear view mirror. You take off
your existing inside rear view mirror, you instélis inside rear view mirror. You've got OnStar.
It's got everything inside of the mirror.

And this is an example of how people are begmiinnvestigate the after-market
arena, to accelerate the introduction of a paarauseful bit of technology and the applicatioret th
that technology supports.

So, you know, we're trying to figure out how tliyit, see if, you know, whatever

they know how to do could be applicable to accélggahe introduction of this particular

42



technology. Do we have to wait for it to be deegtybedded in the thing, in the mobile elements,

as they come along, or is there a viable way afglthat? These people can figure it out, and this

is, unfortunately, an empty box. But | saw somtheir stuff when | was down there this morning,

and it looks like they're going to have a reasanabbduct when this things becomes available.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So when you put this on your v mirror and you run off

the road, who are you talking to?

Cadillac--

MR. FEHR: OnStar.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Cross-country.

MR. FEHR: Yes.

MR. AUGUSTINE: After-market subscription.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So you're talking to the sameteethat someone with a

MR. FEHR: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: --would talk to, if you've got yo-
MR. FEHR: Yes. So | can have OnStar in--
CHAIR SUSSMAN: --'78 Chevy.

MR. FEHR: --my 1998 Oldsmobile, if | want it.

MR. BUCZKOWSKI: Since you opened a can of worgm) know, if you want to

be really provocative, OnStar should be givingtthedlware away for free. That's the only way it's

going to work, is for you to base this--the onlywigs going to work is for you to pay 16.95 a

month.

DR. DROBOT: A subscription; yes. Absolutely.
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MR. BUCZKOWSKI: | mean, those phones, they'réyably, you know, over the
counter, without a subscription, average betwe@®naf@d $600. | don't believe any of you paid, that
had the smartphone, paid $600 or $500 for your @hlosavily subsidized by the carriers because
you sign up for a two year contract.

That's fundamentally a very important point asgwdorward on these things, that
the method, the communication method, the chaandlhow it gets paid for, and subscriptions are
something customers are very sensitive to.

DR. DROBOT: So the question is what does itlyezist and what are they charge
you. Those are two different things, really.

MR. MEDFORD: It's also sort of separating likeatmay be required to be in the
vehicles, but a possibility of retrofitting old-yd&now, that's your point, | think.

MR. FEHR: Yes.

MR. MEDFORD: How you do that, no one quite knpiugt | think it's a concept in
the way, maybe, to do the fleet in a more rapid,\aag be part of an effective mechanism we're
paying for, so--

MR. FEHR: Yes. So whether or not we agree Wigéir business model, or whether
we find that substantiation useful or not, theyfeg out a way of attempting to use the after-
market, not that they're getting that deployed nnapedly then, waiting for a vehicle from internal.

So we're trying to learn, you know, how do thegect this thing into a vehicle
electrical power source effectively, you know, dstike that that are the secondary, maybe the
"hardest nut to crack" in any kind of a after-mai4ad of a strategy. How are they dealing with it

Can we learn anything with what they're doing?
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And regardless of whether you like the idea lentatics, and the services, and what
it costs, and all of that, how do they do it? Avadh we learn anything from how they did it?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So this has been very interestitige learned a lot as you've
gone through your discussion. I'm trying to getanys around what the end-state deal is. Is what
you are aiming for a new ITS architecture, that mol be the architecture model that will drive us
for the next decade, or whatever it is?

MR. FEHR: Well, for the next five years or forgars, however long it is.

Well, we're anticipating that we probably needdcahis definition assessment
maybe more often than five years or so, becawsasita very beneficial exercise to go through
because it pointed out significant areas withinsihiée of technology that we need to pay attention
to, and we hope it gives a lot of--suggests dioadid people who actually want to design elements
of this thing, and begin to implement elementsaf thing. So we'll probably do it a little more
often, so that it becomes a living thing.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So when might, in the best ofigttons, might we be able to
see what this architecture is, where you're watirg

MR. FEHR: The July timeframe is when--

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Excuse me?

MR. FEHR: The July timeframe of this year.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: July of this year?

MR. FEHR: Yes. It's a fairly rapid process totlgrough, maybe encumbered by
our need to have it vetted by people all alongtthg. If we didn't bother to do that, we could have

come up with a new architecture a long time agot vi22 want to do this in such a way that, all
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along the way, we incorporate as much of the coniyisimsight and understanding, make sure
you don't make as many mistakes as we might hade mahe past.

MR. KISSINGER: Walt.

MR. FEHR: Sir.

MR. KISSINGER: It seems inherent in this, thexibility is--the flexibility is what
we intended with to do with our approach, includatigwing flexibility for initial applications,
perhaps some that we haven't even thought of yet.

MR. FEHR: Right.

MR. KISSINGER: And what's the implication of ttiar JPO and maybe even this
committee-- mean, is there still a--is there yatther sort of arbitrary definition on top of afl o
this, that limits what we're working on? Or have jwst sort of eliminated that?

That sort of unlimited--are the applications ateically, unlimited, that technically,
JPO is concerned about? Or are you putting prioritsome subset, or--

MR. FEHR: 1think that's where some directiaonfrthe back end of the room--

MR. AUGUSTINE: Maybe | can jump in a little lmh that. | mean, that's an
excellent point. | think Walt has done a goodgbblescribing sort of the overall systems
engineering process, and the flexibility in trytaghink about a managed, graceful evolution, and
separating the different layers. Key to all tisatve have multiple goal areas we want to support.

However, from a USDOT standpoint--I'll defer tet€ and Ron--the safety is the
number one goal area, and one of the critical dhedisve're trying to look at is the vehicle to
vehicle and vehicle infrastructure for safety, hseathat is a fundamental government role in how

do you define those safety requirements.
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So what we're trying to do is position ourselasd another distinction | want to
make is what Wallt is really talking about is thehtétecture for what we're talking about in terms of
mobile and fixed communications for safety, that ba leveraged by anybody else for mobility,
environment, and iPhone application store. Anyhadize basement who has a good idea. We
don't want to limit that.

But that's not our main focus. Our main focuhéssafety. However, all of that
data, we know, can be used for mobility and comgeseduction, and capacity and efficiency, and
business cases.

So we're trying to balance this huge universsgewnaintaining the focus on the
safety, as we believe that is the fundamental g@al that we, as the federal government, need to
support. But with that, I'll turn it over to Rdinhie--

MR. MEDFORD: And that we really want businessasathat sort of undermine the
safety in what we're saying, that's kind of a thwejve expressed a lot, that | think there--I think
there must be many, many applications that haeadyrbeen thought of by everyone, that could
be, you know, enhanced for the vehicle owner aag#ssengers, and to the extent that it doesn't
undermine safety, | think that's great.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: But it's hard to separatedbaompletely, because when
you think about--let's just take a piece of thatt-have a vehicle with crash avoidance. If we have
to wait for new car production, for that to happagjre going to wait a long time, and a lot of
people are going to die in the process.

If, on the other hand, we find both products sexvices and business models, that

allow us to get into the after-market faster, saghvhat Walt is showing there, and that drag with i
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the safety component, then we're going to achieate you know, mass adoption a lot faster.

So, in a sense, having applications that ardieg@nd interesting to consumers, it's
going to help us all.

MR. APPEL: And I'd agree there, and | would just characterize it as the one
hand versus the other hand. It's not an eithelf'sra both. End that the core of V to V ancdb\ t
communication is what's going to come out from@teMs year after year after year, from X point
forward, and that will get us up an adoption cuha looks like this.

And we might say, well, we want the adoption euiw look like this, which is why
you leverage other things. And what | really saytat is a curve like this is a whole lot betteart
what we've got right now, which is like this. Aady time we start--but seriously--any time we
start going up that slope, we build momentum, beeavery additional set of vehicles that have
this capability makes the value proposition forrdst of them that much greater.

MR. AUGUSTINE: And one other distinction | woule to make is, just so
people don't walk away with confusion--when Walsualking about the architecture for the
vehicle to vehicle to vehicle infrastructure tedogg, that is different than the architecture and
standards, the national architecture that Steven8itages through that program. They're
connected, related, but do you want to just make-su

MR. SILL: Yes. Keep in mind, there is a natibiié& architecture that is
legislatively mandated, that we have it and we taairt. The vehicle to vehicle, and vehicle to
infrastructure communication capabilities are tnaividual links on that architecture, that also
covers center to field, and center to center, taeynother things in the traditional infrastructure

world of ITS.
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And so this architecture is a piece of the natfi@nchitecture, and it's at a much
higher level of detail than the national architeetuSo it's not so much that they're separataf'dut
important to understand the distinction, whereftieento the other. That's all.

MR. FEHR: It's a logical element that sits op o existing elements in a lot of
different ways. It's confusing--

MR. MEDFORD: But, you know, you already havedof a lesson. You know,
what's going on now with vehicles, in terms of aegtivity, is like huge, it's exploding, people want
it and it's like the New Frontier, and no one kn@axactly, you know, what the consequences for--
we're worried about safety of course, and it amtigns up the whole vehicle for many applications,
and this could be--you know, this is going to bpanentially different than--greater than that, |
think, because of the various kinds of informatiaet's going to be coming to the vehicle, brand
new, and not otherwise available without this tetbgy.

So it's going to be both a great opportunity amdige challenge, | think.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: I'd like to make a suggestiord like a break now.

We're within a few minutes of when we schedulethitway. And now Peter has joined us. Maybe
when we come back, Pete can say a few words, andi&'ll continue the discussion as well. If

you don't mind, let's do that, and be back, readyilt, at 3:30.

BREAK

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went @ffréccord at 3:18 p.m. and resumed

at 3:38 p.m.)
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REMARKS: PETER APPEL, RITA ADMINISTRATOR

VICE CHAIR DENARO: We have a little modificatiasf our agenda. Peter has
joined us now. We're going to ask him to say aviewds, and then after he does, we're going to
take the opportunity of having Ron Medford hereirfiNHTSA, and, you know, obviously closely
tied into everything we're talking about, and Rgread to say a few words for us too, and their
perspective, and what their role is. And we'llgebpportunity to interact with Ron as well.

So with that, Il hand it over to Peter.

MR. APPEL: Thank you very much, Robert. It'sajrto be here. I've been in the
Detroit area in the morning as well. | had thregyyvery good visits to automakers here, starting
with visiting Ford, and Jim Vondale, and his teamsted me, and | brought along Valerie Briggs
and Mike Schagrin, and we had very, very substamiscussions on what some of the automakers
are doing in the safety, and particularly in wisslevehicle to vehicle safety, and it was very
heartening to see, not only the amount of prodressy made, but the amount of enthusiasm for the
kinds of technologies that we're all talking aboerte.

So that was a good discussion. Taking a stelg batissed the last advisory
committee meeting on the West Coast. Rob Berias kepresenting me there. Rob will be joining
us later today, for this evening and for tomorrow.

But before that, you know, at your previous mmeein Washington, | conveyed to
you the importance we place on this committee esopaur program.

What we all realize in the ITS program is thathvaee a range of objectives in our
program, but certainly, the biggest and most \esiflthese objectives cannot be achieved unless
we have advice counsel and coordination with acbraage of stakeholders, of which you represent

many. We need your input, we need your advicevanlisten very, very carefully to it.
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One of the things that | talked about with eaicthe automakers | talked to this
morning, and | talked to about with, with the IT&@nd Program Office team, lately, is one of the
ways we want to think about, you know, our hallmarigram of the vehicle to vehicle and vehicle
infrastructure wireless communication for safetye@f the ways we want to think about it is by
placing ourselves several years out in the fuR025, and imagine we're in 2025, and just bought a
car, driven it out of the showroom, it's equippathSRC, safety applications, perhaps some
other application, and you drive down the roadat tar, and you are benefiting from the existence
of DSA and DSRC, and wireless in your vehicle, iredexistence of that capability in some
proportion of the other vehicles on the road. Betdon't know what that number is.

But let's say that number is a significant nuntbat will provide you some benefit.
Whether it was 30 or 40 or 50 percent of the otlebicles on the road isn't as much the issue, as
there is some substantial set of vehicles on the woth you, in 2025, that share this capability,
which means that are you are getting real crasidlawoe happening, you might be getting some
real mobility information happening you might betgeg some smart intersections helping you be
more efficient, and the like.

And you take that scenario--and it's not a bewadl end-all scenario. Maybe we
haven't yet covered every single mode of transponta Maybe we still haven't achieved the
penetration rate we want. But we're at a pointreviitss working. You say, okay, we're sitting in
2025, we're at that point where it's working.

What did we have to do, in the previous 14 ydarget to that point?

What things needed to have happened?

And a lot of the things that need to happen appéning now. We're planning our
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safety pilot to do a test of the technology. NHTSS#4oing to use data from that and from other
things to make various regulatory decisions innixe two or three years.

We're having policy discussions involving goverteand how the kind of back
office of this communications network might manayée're looking at cyber security issues.
We're looking at privacy issues. We acknowledgeneed to resolve a lot of those issues.

But | was talking to Joe a few minutes ago, amavhs telling me, well, make sure
you tell them, tell the committee what we need fs@a. And the answer of that question, of what
will we have needed to have done to get to that spot in 2025, is the most important thing we
need from you, is you reminding us--make sure wol at this issue, make sure you resolve that
issue, etcetera.

We certainly have ideas about what those issgeshat need to be resolved
between now and that future state, but you all thglre perspectives on that as well, and we
continue to look for your input, because what weetgying to do in wireless vehicle to vehicle, and
vehicle to infrastructure for safety, is extremaiificult.

Every last one of us knows it's very hard. Adbthings must all line up for this to
work, but the payoff is so great, that it's wortng) it, and we're very much committed to doing it.
We just want to make sure that we get everyonesppetive on how hard that is, and what those
steps that we need to take to make it happen are.

So that's a way of thinking about it that wealanig away, we hope you all help us
with in this meeting, in the weeks and months ahead

We are at a good spot, in a number of ways, il program. We have a clearly

laid out strategic plan, we have a team that isilmet, to take a lot of strong steps forward in
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many of the areas we've been talking about, ancevget a lot of momentum on certain things.

| was mentioning, when | was over at Ford thismimg, we had, for example, a
very good week about two months ago. It was thekved the Transportation Research Board
Meeting, and one day that week, | went over to RElium's parking lot, and Ford did a top-notch
demo of some of their V to V crash avoidance teldmes, and Ford did a very good job of
publicizing that kind of work to the mainstreamgse

And the following day, our office, the ITS/JP@naunced what we call the
connected vehicle technology challenge, whichasadlenge we issue at TRB, to ask people to take
a look at the DSRC space, and come up with ideast élow we could most effectively use DSRC
to address some of our transportation challengsafety and otherwise.

And we designed that for very specific purpog@eae of the most important reasons
we issued the connected vehicle technology chalengartly to make technology innovators
aware that this issue exists in the first placecdise the entire discussion about DSRC, and V to
V, and V to |, for so many of the last many yeas heen in this very, very tight community of ITS
folks, of transportation folks, and there's sonedtpibrilliant people out that there know how to
work with wireless, work with safety, work with tawlogy, that have not really been a part of this
dialogue, and in our discussions with folks likee&sh Chopra at the White House and other
technology folks like Pat Gallagher at NIST, what aways hear is, get more people involved,
people who have ideas. So we launched the chellaggin, the day after that demo.

(Off the record comments.)

MR. APPEL: And so if you were following the maiream newspapers that week,

you saw more articles about the potential for talksng to each other and saving lives. You saw

53



more articles on that topic in one week than anglvwee've ever had, and a lot of those articles
referenced both what Ford was doing, and what we de@ing.

Reporters saw the tie-in, they realized, heygtheust be something to it if a major
automaker cares about this, and the governmerd abmit this at the same time.

We want a lot more weeks like that in the futwbere the discussion of this topic
goes beyond the ITS press or the transportatiass poe the automotive press, into the mainstream
press, and one of the most important things abettihg this discussion out in the press in 201%--it
a lot different getting out in the mainstream pries2011 than it would have been in 1995. And the
biggest difference is that most newspapers, wheptblish a story, they have what's called the
comments section on their website. So they haatare, and anybody can press a button and
write a comment about it. And people sure didexcmments about this.

Some people were saying this is great, thisoig know, great for safety. Others
kind of lobbed, you know, arrows at us, saying,sdib@t mean we're going to broadcast everyone's
speed and issue tickets? The point is that vehéth supportive statements or
challenging statements, we want this dialogue ppéa out there in the public now, as opposed to
X number of years from now, where we saying weie@to turn the switch on to make this all
happen. We want the dialogue about what technalagydo for safety, out there.

We want user comments on that, even if it's rfotraal process, if it's the informal
process of the mainstream press. And we get adjsodssion going, SO we're not springing this
surprise on people X number of years from now.

So | think it's very, very healthy, and | thirilete's a lot of--I'm getting a lot of

feedback from the leadership of DOT, from Secretajood, from his leadership team, that
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they're really seeing that between NHTSA and Rld#d Federal Motor Carrier, we're actually on
the same page. And Federal Highway Administration.

We're all kind of pushing for this technology &afety thing together, and it's
getting some traction, not only outside the bugdut within the building, which is, as you all
know, sometimes as much of a challenge as in ttsgdeuworld.

So we're in a good state, right now, when it chtoggetting attention on this very
important thing, calling attention to the issu@sit coming back to what we need from the
committee, it's just more advice on making sur&m@v what to look for as we try to get from here
to that future state that we all know is so hard.

We're going to make very, very major steps imiiaeg 12 months. You've heard
about the safety pilot, Mike Schagrin and his té@awve been working very, very hard on that,
closely with the NHTSA operation. We feel thati®ther critical point, to actually show this
works, not just on a test track but in a real werdironment, and to identify issues associateld wit
it, to come up with technology to tackle those éssu

So | am feeling very, very good about the progrdim very appreciative of the time
you take out of your schedules to participate s thVhat | can do at this point, | can take any
guestions you might have for me, and after tHatuith it over to Ron.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Peter, thank you very much fasdd comments. | have a
guestion. We know that Secretary LaHood has takemmajor cause these issues of distracted
driving, and | could well imagine that he mightdrgret, or others might interpret some of the ITS
technologies as just another distraction.

How do you deal with the senior leadership of D&ilthat question?
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MR. APPEL: I'm lucky, or unlucky, depending amvhyou define it. 1 am a guy
that he turns to on both issues. He turns to netha turns to me and Ron, really, any time the
distracted driving issue comes up, and he turnsst@nd Ron when it comes to things like ITS.

And so | need to be able to answer that questigself, and help the Secretary
answer the question. | personally see no conflicgtsoever, between our priorities preventing
distracted driving and our priorities on bringingantechnology to advanced safety. What | would
say about it, we just need to be smart about tipeemmentation.

There's plenty of great technology brought irghigles that adds value, without
creating unnecessary distraction, and that grehhtdogy generally has in common that it was
well-engineered, it was well-thought-through, ihackd to standards that were developed,
consulting with human factors experts, and the like

Ron has a terrific team at NHTSA that deals Wit issue, not just for ITS, but for
any technology in the vehicle, and we take it \g&amously.

You asked the question, how do | make sure theegey's aware. We were at the
last ITS America meeting in Houston, and | wasrgjtivith Secretary LaHood in, | guess, the green
room, preparing for the speech he was going to naaiek| specifically confronted that with him. |
said you know what, you're going to do some Q&~&mjou speech, and you might get asked the
guestion.

And | talked it through, and | talked about ekattiis, that we are completely
comfortable advancing technology for safety, an#lingasure that we keep distractive technology
out, and he sees them as two completely diffehemgs.

And he is completely on board, he fully getsHe is not draconian about
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technology as people might, you know, might readihetimes. He fully realizes the value of what
we're doing, and he did take a question on it,lenlkdandled it beautifully. So I think we're ingfre
shape there.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Good. Other questions for Peter.

DR. SWEATMAN: I've got one. Peter, you mengd the 2025 timeframe. It
seems to me that within that timeframe, we're gtargee some autonomous applications. | mean,
most of what we're dealing with at the moment igsaty, and so how do you see the transition
from purely advisory, using V to V, V to |, and @n, to bring--and the issues there with getting
greater density over time, how do we acceleratetheduction, and at the same time, thinking
about more intervention coming into these apphbcetias well?

MR. APPEL: My personal take on it is that we 'tiforce the schedule on that, but,
rather, we shift--we start with advisories, andagetncredible level of comfort with the advisory
approach, and when we have that incredible levebwoffort with it, then we explore going beyond
there, and whether that happens in X number okyeaiX times two, we don't know.

But if we say we need to have the interventioiXtgate, | think we won't be doing
ourselves a service at all, because we don't kxawatly how the technology's going to play out,
and we need to maintain our credibility with the éoan people, that we're not going to put
intervention technology on them until we are albsbusure that all it will ever do is add value.

And so | think we have to play that by ear andhaee to see how things play out.

But | would ask Ron to weigh in.

REMARKS: RON MEDFORD, NHTSA DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR

MR. MEDFORD: This is a fascinating discussioagduse, you know, when you
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just think about, you know, the ITS technology tbate about in the last ten years, much of it is
now available on vehicles some of it is not alt #féective in terms of risk reduction, and some of
itis. But I think the real question now--you knawe been involved in safety for 30 years.

| was at the Consumer Product Safety Commissiog3 years, and was a manager
there for all that time, and, you know, consumedpcts account for twenty thousand fatalities a
year if you take vehicles away, but almost evenglelse it's 20,000 deaths a year. And, you know,
and motor vehicles are still 34,000 lives a year.

So it's still one of the biggest public healuiss around, and so it's huge. And so
when | met Peter, when he first came, and | wasingrthe Vehicle Safety Program then, and | told
Peter, | felt this is the most significant conttiba that any of us could make to public health,
probably in our lifetime, and that | felt the prcjéad been languishing and lacked commitment,
and, you know, to Peter's great credit, he said-kymw, he looked at it, and he agreed, and | think
you see sort of the momentum now that's builttni® program as a result of RITA really taking a
leadership role and rolling out this program.

So it's a huge challenge, but in the short tina¢ Peter's been here, we already see a
huge amount of momentum for the project, that watsa lacking before, and NHTSA finally has
a partner that we can deal with and work with ¢ifety on it. So we're doing that. | think thairc
companies are really committed, some of them anymayy of them to this project, and were
really waiting for sort of the leadership.

And it doesn't seem to me that the technicakisgthout the safety applications are
that complicated. Most of the complication is tedbto, you know, the security and the privacy,

you know, what do you do?
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And, you know, | think one of the things that veally wanted to do was to put sort
of a stake in the ground, and said, you know, we Inave scheduled a program that we think we
can get to in making a regulatory decision abotd V in 2013, and we've put that in our priority
plan, and we've made that publicly known.

And we were just talking about this at the tinhéhink we believe that vehicle to
vehicle communication safety applications couldoptay be done without--well, many of them
done without any roadside infrastructure needs.

| guess we're learning now that it might, anthtbextent that that does it, it makes
the regulatory environment a little more complidatecause NHTSA can't regulate something on
the vehicle until there's something to supportitiee outside.

So | think that we need to answer--the most ingodrthing that | think we need to
help take care of, is sort of the political leatigrdevel, the senior technical level within the
Department, and with a group like this, and witl ¢r companies, is to make sure that we give
some urgency to solving these little difficult pieins around security, which | think we're doing
now, and we've got some people that we've idedtihat can really help bringing out the privacy
issues, because there's going to be a lot of pdgplere concerned about it, but B, there's gaing t
be a lot of others that are concerned about it.

And then get people excited about it. So | thivkpublic's beginning to get a little
excited about this project. But we believe thap8ftent of sort of the crashing areas that you see
today, could actually be addressed by V to V appbo.

And so there is, in our lifetime now, the podgipof really doing something--

maybe by the end of my career, that's going théeriost significant thing that can be done for
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traffic safety.

You know, seat belts are still the most signifigaiece of safety equipment in the
car. It's kind of hard to believe, but still, by wear it, it's still better than an electronahsiity
control, which can save up to 10,000 lives a y&mat belts, still, today, is the most effectivecpi
of technology.

But this piece of technology, and the safetyiappbns that can come from it, can
be revolutionary, and it really is because of vehatailable now, in terms of technology, and Ikhin
that just finding a way to take the existing tedbgaees and get them applied and solving the policy
and security issues, is the challenge that we have.

| think the rest of it, in my mind, is not neady difficult. You know, there's plenty
of needs, and these guys have sort of identifiaayrofthose. But | think at the policy level, it's
really important that you guys, | think on the advy level, committee level, think about what you
can say about some of these very critical isshasate related to this project, in terms of moving
along.

And, you know, we're going to need congressisapport. We're going to need a
lot of support from a variety of communities in erdo make this program work effectively. But
we still want to, you know, keep--that stake i#§ stithe ground. | think in another week or two,
we're going to put a new priority plan out that hafate on itself for 2013.

And so we're committed to doing that. But thadsvery far away, and it's
important. So we really appreciate the relatignghat NHTSA has with RITA, with the car
companies, and the people doing this joint reseaitthus. But | just want everyone to appreciate

how significant this is for public health, it's leygand so that's why it's important to do.

60



CHAIR SUSSMAN: Ron, you've alluded to this majegulatory decision in 2013.
Could you point out what the nature of that deasial be.

MR. MEDFORD: Yes. So the nature is, is the mécdl information available to
substantiate that? We state in the applicatigrstitat could be--that could come from acquiring
technology like this in a vehicle, cost-benefici&o, you know, does it look it's technically féxes)
economically practicable, and could you actuallyatide it in some performance terms, in a way
that car manufacturers will then begin to be remlto put this stuff in the vehicle as newly-
manufactured.

And so it will be a point at which we won't stantegulation, but at a point in which
we make a decision, we think we've got enough teenfiorward, and then we project a date by
which we would either issue an Advance Notice ofg@sed Rulemaking, or Proposed
Rulemaking.

And, you know, the effective date of that rulewwuld be--it would depend on
many, many things. You know, if you've got to haveox on the side of the road now, which we
were hoping to never have, then you can't havarit gntil the box is on the side of the road. How
do you get the box on the side of the road? Téebimes much more difficult.

If there was a way to do authentication and sgauarthe vehicle, that would make
it easier for us. But | think--you know, all ofobe things can happen. But it really is whether or
not the technical information is available, and d8lmould speak with us a little bit too, cause ae's
guy we regulate regularly, and he knows sort oftwalaa to happen.

You know, the auto industry is a very sophisédabrganization in terms of being

regulated. They're used to being regulated, tneiged to helping us develop data, either to show

61



that we're wrong or that they feel comfortable withat we're doing. Honestly. And | think we
have a partner in this, because | think they sesdfety benefits, and | also think they see the
possibility of sort of having a business case thight help them in the future too.

So | think there's a lot to be had from--so thedime of what we're thinking.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: But it's not a--you don't antiatp an actual regulation coming
into play in 2013?

MR. MEDFORD: No, no, no. It's a decision. the&r words, looking at all the data
that's in front of the Agency by 2013, does it gppbat we have enough to sort of say we're ready
to begin the regulatory process? And that couldrgtor years, of course.

MR. VONDALE: Just from--I'll take the opportugpit

MR. MEDFORD: Yes, please.

MR. VONDALE: You know, from my perspective, litik it is valuable to set a
target date, because when you set a target dateit tkind of forces you--just like we do in the
industry. If we don't set dates and have milestdhat we need to meet, things tend to slip. They
may slip even when you have milestones.

But I think that it is important to set that datew. | think Ron did a good job
explaining what that milestone means. None ofaveltaken it to mean that in 2013, we're going
to see an NPRM.

But I think it's very clear to all of us, andhirk it's to all our benefit, to, as Peter has
said, we've got to--starting last year--identifg #tey issues that are important to get us to the po
where we can, at some point in the future, andfobtpé's 2025 or earlier, where we've actually

got, we've successfully deployed this technology.
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So setting milestones, trying to keep to themnidying the key issues as we go
along here, and then working together.

And this is very challenging, but | couldn't agraore. Whenever | talk about this, |
say I've been in safety for 30 years, I've neven smything with the opportunities that this
technology, this project presents. I've never sesthing with the challenges that this project and
technology presents.

But that's never stopped us before, and | kegpgaoo, we can't afford not to be
successful. We have to be successful here.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So the ultimate rule that migbtree day, some years out, be
promulgated, is that the automobile manufactunersejuired to have this technology in the
automobile?

MR. MEDFORD: That's right, and I think, you knowhat would happen in 2013
is there would be a decision, and we'd make it knaithe Agency decided that it looks like there
is sufficient information to justify moving aheatda regulatory sense, we'd either do, because of th
nature of this, and we don't do very many of thbaewe do an Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, where you actually haven't set ouba@sal but you set out your goals, and then ask
lots of questions, and then that would be--andstidtat | would anticipate in a project like this.

And then after that--and we would give a datevhich we'd issue, you know, either
a proposal or Advance Notice of Proposal, if thia d@emed possible.

So we'd set that next milestone for issuing oppsal.

MR. VONDALE: And I guess from my perspective tbthink the opportunities

are so significant here, you're not going to hakard time convincing vehicle manufacturers that
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they need to do this.

| think the real benefit of regulation is likdty be more in the area of helping to
standardize, cause I think there's going to baicdtroom for innovation, but I think there's also
going to be a need to have some control overahis|'ve said this before.

You know, I think your watchdog role may be intott in here, because sometimes
technology has a way of staying a little bit ahefutiself, and this transition from warnings to
autonomous control in areas that | think you mayehta, may want to play a role in helping to
guide the progress of this technology.

MR. MEDFORD: Just to give you a sense of how glarated it is, though. But the
rule would actually set out, A, which safety apalions do you have to meet, and then it would
give a test method by which we would ensure thaddlapplications are being met, and actually
developing those test methods for those applicai®a pretty rigorous process.

So we've already done it now for--anybody thainet they had Ford put a warning
on your car, we have a test method by which yoe hawneet a requirement in order for us to
recognize it as a Ford warning system. We alrbaghg one for many departure systems, and, you
know, that's a pretty--because right now, manufacsthave different specifications for each of
those.

So the government, with each of these, you kmnaersection warning, curves,
whatever, that additional application, by the tiweissued a proposal, there would have to be a test
method that we validated on the track, and thatvadd then take for compliance purposes, once
the regulation's issued, we'd make sure that exrexyof those applications were, along with

whatever we had to say about the design specditafor the receiving transmitter. So it's a prett
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complicated rulemaking that would have to be deyesio

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Peter, | wonder if you have agperctive on this, given your
professional responsibility. If you'd care to addyour perspectives.

MR. KISSINGER: Well, | think | would just saytth. | think the thing we need to
do is we need to--more than anything--is we neeatbtavhat we can do to change the culture in this
country, so that more people than the people gigtiound this room appreciate the fact that this is
the leading public health crisis that we face.

That's simply not the case now, and anythingavedo, | think, to help change that
culture, would build an atmosphere in which moréhete kinds of things would be more feasible.

MR. APPEL: That's one of the things | love sgearticles about how technology
can save lives, because think about the locati@m @frticle that says that. It means that it'sanot
foregone conclusion, that 34,000 people have to Tere are things we can do about it.

And I think when you talk about a change in adithere are probably those out
there that just believe that's just kind of a aégtoing business to be driving on the highways, an
we don't believe that to be the case. We belieaewe fundamentally can change it.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: | think in one of our earlienemos in our first
committee, in 2008 and 2009, we maybe went a bitkrboard, and used the statement then--a
possibility of cars that can't crash.

But | did notice that Secretary LaHood has ukedotirase, "Cars that don't crash.”
And so I think there's enough vision to believe tha direction, not that we can necessarily reduc
it to zero, but certainly a long way from here.

I'd also like to make a comment on some obsemathat have surprised me in the
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last two years about this intervention versus weyni

| don't think there's a hard line, and | dontikithey're necessarily sequential, Peter.
I've been very surprised at some of the systeraséen deployed, and lane departure is one of
them.

We always thought of lane departure warning Aed something called lane
keeping, where the car is making it back in the Jamd some of the first systems that were
deployed by the Japanese were actually doing leegikg.

In fact, a lot of the systems out there are. thedtests that I've seen with drivers is
very interesting. When you ask drivers aheadeé tiwould you rather have a warning or control?
They say no way to do | want this thing driving oar, a warning will be fine, thank you very
much.

And you say fine, it's time to walk outside aakig a drive. And they take a drive
and they come back and say, without a doubt--ity ifagoes from about 70 percent not wanting
control, to after the drive, 70 percent sayingdther have the control. And very interesting--and
furthermore, people who use this over a periodhaé tthere's been some comment, people saying,
you know, this is really making me a better drivecause I'm now more conscious about this thing,
you know, helping me, and | don't want it to da tlaad so forth.

And guess what--1 use my turn signal more, bexthet's the way | can change
lanes without it pushing back.

So I'd like to blur that transition a little bit.think there are some areas where we
might see intervention, actually, instead of wagnihyou will.

MR. VONDALE: Yes. As long as we're confidenbabit.
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VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes, and you guys have to makre there--

(Simultaneous speakers.)

MR. VONDALE: Bob, you used the word "some aréds.there certainly some
areas that are more critical--

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes; correct; yes, exactly.

MR. MEDFORD: Joe, your guestion about distractibough, you know, | think
that technology will create distraction but | albmk it can detect it and help solve it. | melan,
really think that we have both possibilities, yowow, to actually find technologies to help solve th
problem, pretty actively in the future than iteslay. But that's a big challenge.

MR. APPEL: The operative word in Ron's stateniehelp. After the first
distracted driving summit, | had no shortage ofalsrfrom vendors that had the technology
solution to solve the problem, and | met with ardgothat wanted to meet with me. The Secretary
met with anyone who wanted to meet with him.

But we all made very, very clear--we know théntesogy is not going to solve the
distracted driving problem. The distracted drivprgblem will be addressed by a combination of
regulation of enforcement, of public informationgdaechnology, and we need, just like with drunk
driving, what NHTSA's done with drunk driving, yoeed a combination.

You can't just have one panacea and say, ohsttsng to take care of the
problem. It's a hard problem, it's going to béhvas for years to come, and we need a full court
press in addressing it.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: 1 think Joe has a comment.

MR. CALABRESE: Peter, you know, thank you formggehere. I'm sitting here, we
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talked about, at the last meeting, about, you kmat@rmodal, it's not just the autos. I'm sitthmgye
trying to figure out how this all fits into publicansportation. Where I'm saying, on average--I'll
use, you know, my agency, Cleveland is probably, krmow, in the middle. You know, I'm serving
about 37 passengers per, you know, per hour onusgsh 115 on my rail system.

So we're talking about where the average caoisably 1.1, 1.2. So we've got, you
know, more people involved in that safety situatidmd again, I've investigated enough accidents.
Unfortunately, if there's an accident between admasa car, I'd rather be on the bus. The bus
almost always makes out better.

But, you know, how is this applicable. You haveat companies, like Ford, and
General Motors, who really are focused on thise iias manufacturers aren't. You know, in our
industry, a good year is 3- to 4,000 buses a yeay,low volume. So as I'm thinking here, how
does this relate to my industry, how could we makeindustry safer as well, | ask you and your
staff to continue to think about that as well. Hdewe bring this to public transit, to make that
safer?

As we're all seeing, you know, vehicle miles &lad on public transit's growing
faster than vehicle miles traveled in auto, aridnk that will continue, with a greater emphasis on
environmental, and as we see fuel prices stangrisind, you know, unrest in the Middle East--so,
you know, | just think it's important to try to keéhat perspective.

It's going to be, you know, easier in one wayaise we want to be regulated, you
know, but hard in another way because we don't treeveophisticated suppliers that I think the
automobile industry has.

MR. APPEL: Yes. When | think about transitpdk at it from a couple angles.
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One of them is in pure crash avoidance safetyedmthere are issues associated with bus safety,
that we want to go for better crash avoidance th@@xact same principles of DSRC, crash
avoidance, would be helpful there.

| also think about, in the same context | thibkat emergency vehicles. There have
been certainly been some good research and goedreentation about how a DSRC system could
help fire and ambulances get from point A to p8ifity better communicating with the
infrastructure and with signal timing, and the like

Once you've equipped some of that infrastruatitte DSRC, there might be ways
for buses to better communicate with the signalget more efficient. Overall movement of the
population. You know, | don't know the specifiosrie, but | think that there are a lot of interegti
things to explore there, using exactly the samerngogy, in that case V to | communication, as
we're doing for all these other things.

MR. AUGUSTINE: And | would just add to Petertsnament, we are working with
Federal Transit Administration on expanding the@Wtwork to transit vehicles. You know,
NHTSA's taken the lead on the light vehicle, thespager vehicles. It's been where we started.
We've migrated that to the heavy trucks, and wetreing towards the transit vehicle.

So it's part of the plan. Admittedly, it's fugttbehind the other two, but we're
pushing in that direction as well.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: | was going to ask Don what heutpht about this from the
trucking industry perspective.

MR. OSTERBERG: You know, maybe even steppind past, at the risk of

offering a comment more than a question, not spdaitrucking. As I've listened--I'm still
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relatively new to ITS, so I'm learning a lot, aravé read a lot. | think the case for change isgoi

to be very easy to make. For ITS to be the saidbothat change, | would suggest, based on what
I've seen, and probably in the last 30 minuteseweded the word complicated, or complex,
probably 30 times, and | think we can either béneef by the technical complexities that we are all
aware of, or perhaps be defined by the conceptualisity of what we're trying to do.

And | think trying to get public and legislatigapport, we may have to "dumb the
message down," and we our know--I think our rhetisrfollowing our self talk which is about this
brutally complex series of technologies. And hkhfor the most part, people view it as more
theoretical than real, and they have a hard tintengesxcited about something that just doesn't
seem practical, because in part--and | don't neeaffénd anyone who's been the creators of the
messaging here--but | think--1 was watching a T@wghThe Office, the other day, a rerun, and the
regional manager said explain it to me like | weages years old. And the guy explained it.

He said: Now explain it to me like I'm five yealsl.

And it just strikes me, that this is probably afi¢hose things where we need to
look at our own messaging, because | think we beamctim of our own rhetoric on this subject.

Now as it relates to trucking, we know that wadglly lag, you know, these kinds
of things find their way into, you know, typicallxury automobiles first, and then we get into the
commercial market. But the trend right now--1 ameaed at the number of trucking companies
now, that have already made a decision to movelligion, warning collision mitigation.

In fact, it's been made--my task has been musieresately, because there's a
number--1 can list all of the trucking companiestthave already begun to implement those

technologies, or have decided to do that, whiaieaad, we have.
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So | think whatever the motivation is, whethi&rtihe moral obligation to be kind of
a steward of public safety and improved truckirdustry safety, or the cost in claims settlement
and litigation today--and | can tell you they'remgpup exponentially--see, | don't care whethsr it'
the moral imperative or the financial imperative)@ng as we move in the right direction.

But | see an industry that's very receptive righw, and is going to want to go faster
rather than slower, and, you know, my experien¢b-withink it was I-V--it was one of those
where | think we over-engineered the test. It tmaklong. We just got to learn from those
mistakes, and say how can we start skating whateptitk is going to be, instead of swirling
around where we think it is today.

And | think a point that you--you know, let's ilement an imperfect solution and
get it out there, as opposed to trying to chasriogy--chasing technology that we'll never catch.

At some point, we've got to say this is goingeagood enough, and it's a good
enough solution that we can implement quicklyhink my industry's ready for it.

MR. APPEL: We had a really content-rich week aransportation Research
Board meeting, but if | were to remember one momasre than any other from that meeting, it
was when Debbie Hersman, the chairman of the N§8f the keynote speech at the lunch, and at
one point--and she's said it before | think--bwt o this entire audience.

She said like justice, safety delayed is safetyetl, which is basically to your point.
If we say, well, let's wait a few years cause gwlnology might be a little bit better, than atisk
lives we could have saved in 2019 maybe wouldh'sgeed because we were thinking, oh, maybe
the technology in 2020 will be slightly better.

We can't afford to have that attitude. | agrewou a 100 percent.
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CHAIR SUSSMAN: So the truckers hearing you say see a business case in
this.

MR. APPEL: Absolutely. Absolutely right.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, the thing in the truckgy business is that with many
of these technologies, there's a very economiaitivee and so in some ways that industry can lead,
because they're willing--it's a business case kyawv, and they're willing to make the investment
because the business case is there.

MR. OSTERBERG: But, you know, interesting--Jagyrhave read about this. But
| look at these ads, these cases come througiw the highest I've ever seen, it was two weeks
ago, a bus company not a trucking company, $12ibmih punitive damages in litigation.
Trucking industry, 62.5 million, 36.5 million, 34iliron, 32 million. Every week, we're seeing
huge punitive damages settlements.

You know, | was--I may have mentioned to somgoef before--but with tort
reform taking place, kind of in medical malpractitet's where the best plaintiffs attorneys were,
talked to a lead plaintiff attorney a while badkgaaid that with tort reform in medical malpragtic
where are your best attorneys going? Without &i@sig, he said to the trucking industry. The
trucking industry is viewed as the next great fierfor huge punitive damages settlements. And
we're seeing them.

So the business case | think is relatively easgdke right now.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: An anecdote on that. Yeag®ain another life, when |
was putting in some of the first automatic vehlokation, vehicle tracking systems, we started with

transit, with buses, and Houston Metro was thédine We did this along with Westinghouse.
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And what was interesting is one of the majorifigsttions for that system, although
it's basically a safety system, was one of thdfigetions, but it came from the maintenance
department, because if we put this extra littleseem there that could sense engine overheat,
potentially before it happened, they could justifyere was a line in their expenses every year, tha
they could lower significantly and justify the irstsnent based on that. So you never know where
the business model might come from.

MR. BLECHER: | think you do need to be a littié careful in a commercial
vehicle in the transit area, because like Don,thigetransit area--1 mean, in the commercial vehicl
space, there are a limited number of freight opesat/ho do use technology to differentiate
themselves. But then, when you get below thosehitjger and more sophisticated operators, to
independent operators, then it's a much, muchreiftesell because the finances are so different.

MR. OSTERBERG: Well, it's a great point, andlianer maybe we can talk about
a couple of things that we can do. You know, weehd--right today, we require $750,000 in auto
liability insurance for a trucking company. Thatmber hasn't been updated since 1984.

If we want to change the economics, let's cdtahup with just the rate of inflation.
Is it going to drive some consolidation? It cerhawill. Is it going to put stress on small
businesses, which may be politically unpopular y8dé certainly would. But at some point, you
know, we can't be defined by--you know, | often-dayear the people talking about these trucking
companies--well, they can't afford an electrong: lo

I'm like, are you kidding me? You can buy arcetic log for five hundred
dollars. If you can't afford that, you're probabbt maintaining the truck, you're probably not

training your drivers, you're probably not doinbtlbse other things that responsible companies
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would do in the name of safety.

Of course it's self-serving for me to say | dbave a lot of sympathy for the two
truck trucking company that says it can't affordbé@cause that's an area where you regulate it, you
mandate it, and it happens. | don't buy into @lahe hand-wringing that | hear in that space.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Jim, you've joined us, youdim, and Jim Vondale, while
he spoke--but you know, we're--some of your impoess-

MR. VONDALE: | don't want to take away your ttder for tonight.

MR. BUCZKOWSKI: Well, it's been an interestingclission. | think a lot of key
points were discussed. The one thing | think-f&od, in your discussion on validation, this is the
one area, I'm just trying to remember and | mayeuesspeak because | haven't--this is a
brainstorm thought. I'm not sure we've ever hadkard of a system that we've had to validate
vehicle to vehicle. | mean bumpers but-- thagdtpigood, in terms of mechanical design and so
on. These are sophisticated electronic systeraliyme, and so on.

And it's a real challenge. | mean, they're safésbased, and anybody that's in the
software industry knows how hard it is to validstéware.

So when we get to autonomous controls driverhisything, we've got a big chore,
and | think, Peter, you saw that--or listened ®dIscussion at Ford this morning. It's goingeab
real challenge in validation, and that's why itgback to some of the other comments on--you
know, I think this is going to be a progressione @ want to get to the safety. But some of the
validation, and convincing ourselves that the @afety, the most powerful safety benefits may be
so hard to validate, that we keep pushing it dittla bit more.

So if we can make progress in getting thingsdaed on a platform--
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MR. MEDFORD: When you say "validate," are yolkitay about effectiveness
validation or-

MR. BUCZKOWSKI: False. | mean, a toleranceftdse, one-way negative, or
positives, is zero from a customer point of view.

MR. MEDFORD: Right. Yes. | understand.

MR. BUCZKOWSKI: You know, that will hurt the ctener's confidence, the
population's confidence in these products, if we'tdyet it right.

MR. MEDFORD: You know, the cybersecurity issag,)you guys know, a couple
of guys with NSF grants in Washington State, wetaadly able to break into the OnStar system
and take over control of the vehicle. And thatsa problem. And so anything that we regulate or
require, we have to really think about, and youehiamhink about, you know, how are we going to
prevent someone from taking over control.

The cybersecurity is really a huge -- a hugelehgé.

MR. APPEL: And that's one of the areas wherddteral government, with our
ties to the technology community, we might be dphkbecause cybersecurity is a top-line issue, for
example, at the White House in the Office of Sageaied Technology Policy. There are strong
supporters in the White House technology groupshatt we're doing in the ITS program.

If we come to them and say, you know what? cmensty is our biggest challenge,
we need access to the "best of the best" in teftisniers on this, we can get some help.

| know that a lot of the folks in the automotimeustry have access to some of the
best of the best in this, but we don't take lightbyv serious a topic it is, and we want to make sur

the best possible thinking goes into the cybersycspect.
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MR. MEDFORD: You know, and NASA just releaseditiToyota report, when
they finished their work the other day, one ofltigefindings out of that study was, unlike the
airline industry or the railroad industry, the $af@pplications are not really separated from the
other functions in the vehicle, so that they'resatt of interrelated.

So your missions control system, you know, the, M€all sort of interrelated, so
you don't have a separate and defined fail-satersythat's completely just safety-integrated. So |
think the auto industry's got some -- has somdeaiggs in the future on electronics and software
that -- you know, at least not in a regulatory seasd so each company's finding its own way, it's
finding its own way on how to deal with the safetiical functions, nothing separate on the part of
the permanent electronic system, and the softugarmgegrated with the other mission control
systems, and things like that.

MR. VONDALE: And from an auto industry perspeetimaybe Jim can talk about
this too, is, you know, we've talked about the Meedexibility in technology and so on. At the
same time, we need stability at the same timepatahcing that flexibility and stability, especyall
if we're going to carry this technology forward faany years, and so that vehicles that we build in
2015 can talk to vehicles that were built in 2C2%d we don't have to do a complete retrofit.

So that's going to be an interesting balancéwblae going to have to find as well.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Did you want to say somethingust--

MR. BUCZKOWSKI: | was just going to comment agan the security. That
challenge is one of a race that never ends, andkriyow, the IT enterprise, especially enterprise IT
guys, focus on just keep running ahead of the mackad that could present a challenge for us.

Now, you know, what it may mean is that we haveéke sure that our systems are
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continuously updatable, which is, you know, obvigasmodel that we're very closely looking at,
and a model that the consumer electronics indasisyhad for a while. And, you know, | think it
may be an important part, but outrunning -- outrg the hackers is what it's going to be all about
It's a never-ending race.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Peter, did you have a comnfent

DR. SWEATMAN: Yes, | guess on a somewhat diffeétissue. The clear focus on
safety, | think that's been the greatest thingsimatppened in the last couple of years, as fdrtas
V, and V to | is concerned, that really moved tkifigrward, and that's where we need to be.

But I guess the point | want to make is thanigsas if safety is going to stay the
same, and it's just we can tackle it as we knobeitause rapid change is taking place in vehicles
for many other reasons, and part of the intrigtimigg about ITS is that it tackles safety but scal
tackles mobility, reduces congestion, and ultinyai@tkles sustainability.

And so we like to talk about that, and we talkw@iihat a lot. But at the same time,
we want to focus on safety, and safety isn't stpthie same because vehicles are getting lighter and
smaller, and so on. We're getting electrified olelsi. We're getting large batteries, and other new
chemistries in vehicles, and so on.

So it's not a stationary target that we're loghdh it's a moving target, and | guess
that's just another reason why this strong satetyd of V to V, and V to | is so important.

But I just wondered how NHTSA and RITA really wi¢hat in terms of keeping the
clear focus on safety while there are many othegthhappening that are leading to potentially
more safety challenges, but also a lot of otheefiisrthat are going to come out of ITS at the same

time.
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You know, coming back to what Don was saying kithd of hard to explain how
this is all going to happen, because it isn't iostary target, | don't think.

MR. MEDFORD: You know, last week, on FridayNdiTSA, we had a workshop
of mostly academics, and our work, and some woleisg sponsored by -- but it's all on the -- you
know, addressing the real strategy that car corepdrave now in significant mass reduction in
order to meet the fuel--you know, the ever-incregdiiel economy standards and greenhouse gas
emission standards.

And, you know, the traditional ways of sort ofamsaring, car companies would all
say, well, we're not going to redo safety. Thaansethey're going to meet the federal test and
they're going to do well on the IHS test, and tteegbing to do well on the five star government
rating program that we have.

But as Jim knows, and others, that doesn't Hegimeasure whether or not the
vehicle that you're producing with less mass isgoo do as well in a crash.

And so this is a huge problem, or huge issueidpm figuring out, you know, how
do we tackle the question of mass reduction, amtieing reduced with high-strength materials,
and, you know, substitute materials, and so in s@ayss, you're not--it's not just a mass, force--you
know, force equals mass times acceleration calooldtecause you're getting a lot of strength out
of--more strength out of some of these new material

But there definitely is a difference, and so assmuence that we're very worried
about, of course, is safety related to the massctienh related to fuel economy standards, and so we
need to be mindful of that.

But | agree with you. | think this technologyepents itself with the opportunity to
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reduce congestion, which helps, you know, a lthimarea. So | think we agree with that idea, the
sustainability. You know, I still think that most the fuel-saving technologies that we're lookahg
today still make fairly marginal improvements.

You know, the guys work hard on a new engineyau, know, turbocharging,
downsizing, and strategy, get, you know, AC trassions, and you get, you know, rolling
resistance improvements, and -- but these arerdeginal things.

| think there's like--you know, there's not béika a major leap, like this is going to
be a major leap for safety, | think, but | dondlhgsee a major leap for fuel economy, so far.

Right now, the electric vehicle is dependingloadrid, which is mostly, you know,
coal-fired, so the footprint of electric vehiclegretty big, and if you actually look at the, you
know, the life cycle for an electric vehicle inrtes its carbon footprints, not much different than a
gasoline, or well-performing gasoline engine.

So | think we've got real challenges that ateilhig met, in terms of real
breakthroughs in fuel economy technologies, treat'athere yet.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, if we can, I'd like--aky, we'll do one more
commenter question, and then I'd like to transitiaok to the initial purpose of this session, which
was communications, and see if in the 20 minutesii@ng, or something, we can maybe write
down a few areas of possibility for recommendations

So do you want to make one more comment?

MR. KISSINGER: | guess part of this conversapanhaps was Don's point, which
reminded me of something. A couple years ago,adeshforum where a CO, one of the OEMs

spoke, and it was, you know, after-dinner Q&A, aiedvas asked specifically about when would--
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you know--when do we start seeing these techndogie

And he answered it something to the effect thawery confident my engineers will
give me the technology. I'm much less confidentamyyers are going to let me put itin a car.

| guess I'm just--so that's the--the questiohnsgan, has that changed at all? |
mean, it seems like it must have changed a littJdobcause with such a--you know, so much new
technology coming in on a voluntary basis.

But it goes to this whole issue of validationd &@m sure--obviously, you guys have
just left technology in the car without validatiand satisfying your own internal --

MR. VONDALE: Well, what I've said, and | thinkag said here several times as
well, is a warning system -- a warning-based systddresses a lot of these issues much better than
an autonomous control system, and | think thaesadithe benefits.

| don't know any system out there that's a 100gme, whether it's seat belts--
nothing is a 100 percent effective. And | make dmenment to our lawyers all the time, so--

MR. MEDFORD: 55 percent of fatalities are belt -

MR. VONDALE: Right. So even the best technobsgare not a 100 percent. Now
we obviously have to be careful if we start puttieghnologies in that are annoying or otherwise
ineffective. Then people will, at we said this miag, shut them off, they won't want them, there'll
be a backlash.

So there has to be this balance where we're@bplat in technologies, knowing that
they're not a 100 percent foolproof, but | thin&ttha lot more compatible with a warning-based
system than it is a autonomous control systemth&se are the kinds of policy issues we're going

to have to wrestle with and say, when is this tetdgy ready to be put in?
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MR. MEDFORD: | don't necessarily agree withadlthat, but one of the things that
we've been very careful about. We look at a pgaityd sweep of technologies and we really
haven't seen anything that's--you know, cause wedwvequire--if we saw something really good,
we would require it.

And so the elegance of electronic vehicle comsrakmarkable, and basically it
detects that you're about to go out of controyaty know, throttles the vehicle and does diffaegnt
braking, and puts you back in the path, the intdnuéeh, and you never know it's happened. So
that's like one of the most--and it saves up t0dMJives a year. One of the most elegant
technologies that I've seen in my whole career.

But there's nothing like that that's behindhgttl've seen. So that Ford collision
warning isn't that remarkable in terms of we havweerefore regulated it. Lane departure warning
isn't that good. Lane keeping isn't that good.

Crash imminent braking, which gives you somevadbraking, may be like the
possibility of the next one, but we're not sure.w®'re evaluating that.

But I think that there isn't really another suifdechnologies sort of getting to them.
Car companies are going to be very reluctant iruthieed States--they tell us privately, like they
tell you, to put the stuff in before they feel pyetarn comfortable they're not going to get sued
because cause something didn't happen when ipeseg to, and maybe in light of Jim saying
what he's saying. But we would require it for oids, if we really felt like there was a real good
injury reduction cost-benefit case. And we havegén that in most of these technologies yet.

DR. DROBOT: So let me go back to Peter actis#llg earlier, and that is when

there is really a progression of what you havestadmfortable with over, and the first one is
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notification, eventually moving towards some forficontrol, and eventually moving towards some
form of real autonomy, essentially.

And, you know, in the long run, I think it's wiawthile to sort of take a look at, you
know, what's in this technology pool that's condiogvn the pike at you, and what's a reasonable
road map of the research, the trials, that indantget you down that path?

And the technology will be there, I think, andidn't see that as a problem. Okay.
What | do see is some way of proving it in andigetit accepted, and, you know, part of the
program, and | see RITA having a key role, making shat the benefits are there.

MR. APPEL: And I think a lot of what we're doimgth the safety pilot is all about
that, is to get it out there in a real world enmirgent with a lot of vehicles, and seeing it in@cti
and then talking about it.

DR. DROBOT: And again, you know, | think the dmpis, you know, in this
discussion has been on safety. There are othetidas. | think, you know, we were sort of
discussing at lunch, you know, whether you reatly ep putting in a system for every function,
okay, or in some sense, in the way Walt descrijpma have a basic system on which it is possible
to write a number of applications that really addes the whole plethora of things that you'd like t
use this for.

And make sure that it is safe to put it in a & not annoying, it's not distracting,
you know, that it has the right properties, esséyti

MR. APPEL: Once we have the capability for védgdo talk to each other
wirelessly, there's a tremendous amount we coulditiothem. But maybe some of those

applications wouldn't, on their own, have justiftadlding a whole infrastructure to do it, or
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building the whole technology to do. But once yawe the technology--

DR. DROBOT: Collectively, they do.

MR. APPEL: There's tremendous additional besiefin environmental, on
mobility, and emergency response. All kinds ofijsi.

DR. DROBOT: Yes.

RESUME TECHNOLOGY AND COMMUNICATIONS DISCUSSI ON

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So let's go back to communiocas now, if we can, to
segue, and Walt, we'll offer you a proverbial sgdhe table.

And | like the construct that Peter gave us earéiithough | use that similarly but a
little different. What Peter said is, you knowgkoat 2025. If we're successful then, what woeld b
the things that made us successful.

| think maybe to address our requirement hemofing up with recommendations
as a committee, we can maybe turn that aroundagniflis 2025 and we're not successful with
respect to communications, what is it that wentngf What was it that got us?

So what I'm fishing for, however you want to Ia@ikhis--what I'm fishing for is can
we come up with a small set, at least a starthat wome of our recommendations would be?

And | think Peter said something else | like aisgdhat as a committee we're not
coming up with the answers. We're really comingvith the questions. And so what are the
guestions that we want to make sure that the JB@és on to be successful with respect to
communications?

MR. BLECHER: Well, Bob, I think maybe the answeyour question is defined

by the necessity to do what JPO has done, whichagmmit to 5.9. | mean, if we fail in 2025, it's
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because we picked a technology.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Because we?

MR. BLECHER: We've picked a technology.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Picked a technology.

MR. BLECHER: But if we succeed in 2025, it's &ese we've finally picked a
technology, put a stake in the ground, and wasgitb live with that, was willing to live with
obsolescence, was willing to live with the critrai®f picking a technology.

I mean, | think that's--you know, | think thatiit doesn't work, that's what's going
to be the result. But | don't see any other wayetting there.

DR. DROBOT: But I think, when | saw the preséotaearlier, okay, Walt's
presentation, and I've seen this over and ovenagaommunications, the systems that are long-
lived, okay, tend to be ones that are in fact teldgy agnostic, and can accommodate to
changeover in technology. Okay. And, you knowJabk at the timescale of, you know, 2020,
2025, 15 years, on the technology curve, thanisiteiblings essentially. | mean, for the undegdyin
technologies. Okay.

And to actually pick what's going to be therej amat's going to carry, is the wrong
thing to do. It's actually, architecturally, how gou do this and isolate yourself from the specifi
technology?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So let me interpret what yausaying. What you're
saying is you need an architecture that's techgaggostic, even though in--pick a date--2014--we
have to pick something--

DR. DROBOT: Correct.
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VICE CHAIR DENARO: --that we're operating with.

DR. DROBOT: Yeah, but--

VICE CHAIR DENARO: But the design has to be sublat that can be replaced.

DR. DROBOT: Look, let me--cause | mean, | use ds an example. Okay. You
know, this device has 16 gigabits of storage cenidl, if | go back 15 years, to 1995, this would
have cost 84,000 bucks just for the storage ana theesize of a small refrigerator. And if you had
asked, 15 years ago, go and pick me what you'rgggoibuild this infrastructure with, I think you
would have really arrived at the wrong answer.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: And so the infrastructure Haeen robust, even though
the technology is massively--

DR. DROBOT: Correct. Okay.

So when you go through and say here is an actimgefor an application, you
know, yes, at the bottom of the stack | have aedffior this particular communications means, it's
fairly trivial with the right architecture to pop the next communication. You don't have to rebuil
everything from scratch. Okay.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So are we, to some extenehaddressing the issue of
this question we had, which was actually one ofquastions as part of this committee--what
should the government do and what should the gaventhdo--what should government's role be?
And | think you started to get at that Walt, whew yalked.

DR. DROBOT: I have one more thing to add.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Okay.

DR. DROBOT: I'm sorry it's so long-winded. Buten | look at the movement of,
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you know, what's happening in silicon, one of thiads is that you are really ending up with
systems on a chip. You know, most of these devamsy will have anything from two to six
radios embedded in a single device, essentialkayO

And the reason you do that is it's easy to take of which communication method
I'm going to use. Okay.

| think what you do have to worry about is howydo end up on the cost slope of
stuff that's affordable, and that people are ugedrtd can interact with in some easy manner,
essentially. And that means you really have te talook at where the mainstream infrastructure is
likely to head, and see can | use that to fit ploigpose?

And, you know, 5.9, | think it can be part of g@ution, but the answer is it's only
part of the solution.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: | don't think you were sayiagything different, were
you Scott? That it's part of the solution. Wdizeahat. Yes.

MR. FEHR: |was just going to say it's importemtinderstand the communications
needs before you pick the medium that's--

DR. DROBOT: Sure.

MR. FEHR: And we may have made some of the gbbices already, but we have
no way of finding out or confirming that now.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Maybe, Bob, I could throw out-sbunds like what we're
talking about, in a circular fashion, is essentipkrformance-based requirements, and right now, if
you look at it at the other end, you would say IW2ERC meets those requirements now. I'm not

sure whether it meets it, but | think we're talingt performance-based approach to address what
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Adams's talking about. Over time, other techn@sgnay come in that also meet those
requirements, under cheaper, they're more affoegéidy're--

DR. DROBOT: Don't lock them out.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Yes, exactly.

DR. DROBOT: Yes.

DR. SWEATMAN: I think | agree with--John says 'reecircling around it, and |
think we probably. But, you know, it's like anytgielse. You've got to know where you are, you
want to know where you want to get to and how yogaing to get there.

And this architecture | think's very interestirignean, Walt's presentation, to me,
kind a came out of the blue a little bit, and hthhe said, you know, this has sort of looked good
for five years, or something like that.

And I think the reason we would be successfull¥s years time, or 20 years time,
we have an architecture that's going to last tra.| If we don't have an architecture that's good
that period, then I think that's a problem, andheed to be on a track, how we're going and how
things are changing and evolving, and | think Adaith out, you know, maybe five elements that
an architecture should have.

And, you know, | think we need to think like thiatt, you know, we need an
architecture that is going to serve us for more five years, that's generic enough, and | guess, t
some extent, abstract enough, that it's going tvaloand we can track what's going on in the key
elements.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: It seems to me what's impotthere too is--maybe it's

your concept of layers, and so forth--but thaintiportant to decide what's part of what we cadl th
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architecture definition. It's equally importantde explicit about what's not part of that arclitez
definition, and know where that line lies.

Anyway, you were going to make a comment ealiélt. Oh.

MR. FEHR: I'm sorry if | signaled the wrong tgin

MR. KISSINGER: Well, it seems like this is amaresting problem we're
struggling with. We're contemplating the futurdaster, cheaper, and better. You know, that
seems like the best kind of problem to worry abbetause, | mean, if we get tenfold increases in
those three attributes, | would think, you knowlegs we do a really terrible job today, you can
justify any cost of conversion or switching to awsystem.

DR. DROBOT: Yes. So the hardest part, in soemsa, is dealing with the legacy
of what's already out on the road, and the laltakés to install a device and actually make it
function at the level somebody would expect, if yaant to do it rapidly.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: What about this area of cybeturity? It sounded to me,
when we brought that up earlier, that that souikésd major area that perhaps JPO is -- well, |
know they are focusing on it, but that sounds éikeextremely important piece here.

DR. DROBOT: It's very important. You have toitloBut my gut feeling is a very
solvable problem at the same time.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Okay.

DR. DROBOT: And | mean what was good to hedrtisink they're using national
resources of the right kind at this point. They®a&ched out, and | think that's good.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, 20 years ago -- you kmonot 20 years ago, 10

years ago -- people told me how dangerous it wegydo be to ever, ever put your credit card
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number in and buy something on the Internet.

DR. DROBOT: Yes.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: And I've never heard of anpplem.

DR. DROBOT: There are but it's--

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Adam, at earlier meetings, youk@ried, it seems to me,
about the magnitude, or rather the lack of mageitfcexpenditure as part of what DOT is doing in
the technologies, and how do you feel about that’no

DR. DROBOT: I can tell you, when | look arouihe tworld, and I look at, let's see,
what the Europeans have put into the Seventh Frarkewhat the Chinese have put into the 843
programs, what the Koreans are doing, what the ars@ge are doing--we're underspenders in this
field.

MR. KISSINGER: Well, maybe we ought to writetti@ and have Joe put-

DR. DROBOT: And, you know, it's not just ane@otl mean, you can actually
take a look at the hard budget numbers that, yowkthat all of these nations are putting out in
this, and, you know, they very aggressively wardvwm and be sort of the practitioners of this
technology, want to export it to everybody else.

MR. KISSINGER: | mean, those factors often redemmore on the Hill than safety
does.

DR. DROBOT: I think it's an important point.

(Simultaneous speaking.)

DR. DROBOT: Let me go -- because | think, yoownWalt will say we were one

of the bad guys on this. [ think the JPO-I thirtdoe Peter had spent a million dollars on security
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and | think one of my guys, Tao, had looked ahd said | don't think you understand the problem.
Okay. He says what do you mean? Says we speriitican bucks, we have the answers. He says
you don't even know what the problem is.

And I think what you're discovering is, yes, &'serious issue. Just to solve that, if |
look at what NSA is doing for equivalent problettigy're two orders of magnitude on spending
beyond where you are. | mean, you know, thesétamall numbers. And you do have a unique
problem, and that is if you look at 200 million,@@illion vehicles, making sure that that key
infrastructure works for all of them, ticks propethe costs are reasonable, that's a major problem
Just designing and deploying something like thataa know, is not a small item.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Short of two orders of magnitigfeending increases for
DOT--

DR. DROBOT: | wouldn't say--

CHAIR SUSSMAN: --which obviously didn't happeBut what's the real answer?

DR. DROBOT: | would say, look, | mean, if yowloat the benefits from this,
okay, spending at like 500 million bucks a yealf &dillion or so is not unwarranted. If | look a
comparable programs that the nation's dealing with.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Let me put it this way. Whetook at what DOE is
going to spend on electric vehicles and the god, know, | think the per year budget is an order of
magnitude above --

(Simultaneous speaking.)

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Let me just quickly--Ann, ag@u still with us? 1 did

hear too and that made me remember her, so. ¢@nag to invite her to participate. It's always
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hard when you're on the phone to get a word in-adge.

We only have a few minutes left.

So far, what I've heard is -- and we'll sort this in the dialogue, in e-mails and so
forth. But, you know, Scott mentioned the potdrmifayou know, we need to pick and commit to a
technology. We need to balance that, on the dided, with Adam's comment of you want to be
technology-agnostic and that's essential to success

| see a balance between those two and we camtalk about that.

John Augustine mentioned performance-based egemts. Peter Sweatman
offered, you know, maybe Adam's five elements ofidecture as a place to start, and something
that we maybe want to repeat. That sounds gooteto

| brought up the idea, the area of cybersecwikych is essential for success, or
could be the downfall of this, to use my consteatlier.

Peter Kissinger brought up the evergreen spenstg, and maybe the
competitiveness associated with that.

And then | would also just reach back to whatQakabrese said earlier about please
keep transit in the fold here, and Don also, heahycles and trucking. So | would agree with that.

Any other ripe areas that we're forgetting orsmig?

How about -- is there -- and I'll look to Jim afich on this. On one hand, we've got
the government going forward with, let's say, detgtiure and plans and so forth. On the other
hand, for your own purposes, you're innovatingaarpown direction -- Ford, in particular, but all
the other companies. Is there any potential migmtiiere, where that could create a problem?

MR. VONDALE: | was just sort of thinking, whendam was holding up this, | was
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just thinking, you know, do the rules that applyhs apply to automobiles? And I think that's a
real question.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: What kind of rules?

MR. VONDALE: Well, just all the rule about howigkly you can make changes,
how quickly the technology's going to change, howek]y you can make changes. Whereas I'm
not the expert on electrical architecture, Jimibpbly a little bit more knowledgeable about that,
but it seems to me that this whole--1 was talkibhgu this balance between flexibility and stability
for vehicles. | think that's where the conflicutsbbe.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: You know, Walt talked to us aétheginning of the afternoon,
focusing on a new architecture that's graduallpgo take over from the old architecture, based
on some of his thinking, and | wonder what he wahbidk about the notion of that architecture
being technology-agnostic. Is that easy or isthad, and how do we go the right way?

MR. FEHR: We're definitely going to attempt tpke the architecture technology-
agnostic. In order to be long-lived, it needseo hhat said, | think other people have commented
around the table, that we have to pick something--

DR. DROBOT: You've still got to build it.

MR. FEHR: You have to build something in ordetgdarn more about it. So, to a
certain extent, we're going to try to walk on bsitltes of the line. That's the only realistic thyog
can do. Or else you never have anything, so--

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, technology-agnosticworks with whatever's there
today.

MR. FEHR: Right.
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CHAIR SUSSMAN: So the question may well be--Jaey posed the question of
what didn't we do, if we're not successful in 208%ne takes seriously what Adam is saying, what
we didn't do is spend enough money. Maybe itsdingple. That's of course not simple but--

DR. DROBOT: It's not simple but it's--

CHAIR SUSSMAN: That may be the answer. If yoerspent by two orders of
magnitude--

DR. DROBOT: You know, you have, | mean, put wbthe table, and | don't know
whether it's a public number, but, you know, wheu go a proofing and a major launch of a
technology like SYNC, right, what kind of numbers gou talking about?

MR. BUCZKOWSKI: Be careful--

DR. DROBOT: No; no. Just order of magnitude;not

MR. BUCZKOWSKI: It's something | wouldn't wamt talk about. | think we've
been asked that question several times in pubfiovadia, and so on. We just really don't talk
about what costs us a lot.

But one of the things--I mean you open the ddbjymp in. We do have to focus--
I'm wondering if we have to be careful about fongsand talking too much about technology and
infrastructure, and not talking about what we wardeliver to customers, and when we want to
deliver them, in phases, and so on. Becausedt@relugh technologists that'll figure out what the
technology should be.

We can create the architecture, knowing -- I mgan know, I'll tell you that just
yesterday, | was talking to a major company thateaaperating systems, and whether they're

interested in doing some, taking their operatirgiesy to the automotive, and their biggest fear is
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they don't want to support anything that's more tia® years old. All right.

So we, as the technologists, have to figure out\Wwe're going to be able to
seamlessly transition, and the features and fumctod things that really benefit customers,
whether they're information first and then safatgi, whatever, will ride on top and we can change,
as Adam was talking about, the technology undenneaer time, and continue to build and
support, and build better and better features potohat.

And so | guess back to where we're startingasar thinking enough about what do
we want to deliver to customers and how soon dwovar to deliver it, and then letting that drive
the decisions around the technology, versus tiginmut an infrastructure in place and saying, okay,
now that we've anticipated the infrastructure, tetis build the stuff on top of it.

They're related, but you just have to be camolut picking, you know, the 5.9.

For some of the things we've been thinking abgsitabsolutely the right thing; but not for
everything. But if we say we're going to pick §18 and go with it, well, gee, it may take us lange
to get to where we want to get to because of, ymwk technology built up with the suppliers and
deployed, and so on. In the meantime, we coulibb®y something else, that doesn't require 5.9.
We could be doing it tomorrow instead of two ydaosn now.

So just food for thought.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: That's the real tradeoff, yes.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Peter, did you have a comnfent

MR. KISSINGER: You know, picking up on the lastint you made about sort of a
private track and a public track, | mean, | wouldvd on the table -- | think one of the observations

about it, we're in fact looking again at 2025 arhtwvent wrong. There's a possibility that the
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government, especially in a leadership role, wiie®'s announced, hasn't done enough to foster

the kind of public/private collaboration that prbbawas necessary to overcome all these technical-

DR. DROBOT: Yes. Well, Peter, what's actuadist ®f fascinating, | sit on a panel
for DoD, okay, and one of the largest projectsammunications is something called JTRS. Joint
Tactical Radio System. Use it for troops in tieddfii And the government has spent, | mean, just to
give you a notion, probably north of $2 billion, fao, on that system. Okay. And they've come to
the conclusion that they're seven generations deflnat's being offered commercially today, and
they're going to scrap it.

MR. MEDFORD: Does that mean that maybe the mepeynt does not necessarily
the equivalent of what you get --

DR. DROBOT: No. No. No, no, no, no.

MR. MEDFORD: Nobody's supplying that, right?

DR. DROBOT: No. In fact, and you look at theygwho built handsets, okay,
they reinvest probably, around the world, 5 billmrcks a year.

MR. APPEL: To build what did you say?

DR. DROBOT: Build the next system. And theyntout systems that are roughly
six months -- And therefore | understand Jim's ceminokay, that hey, | don't want to support that
operating system cause anything that's more thauwyeéars old isn't in my bucket. Okay?

MR. APPEL: So it shows it's a very differeneonment. What's the average
length of time someone holds their phone--I meaapk their phone?

DR. DROBOT: It's between two and three years.
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MR. APPEL: And the average time someone keepsdlf?

DR. DROBOT: Twenty years. Between ten and tyent

MR. APPEL: So we are--

DR. DROBOT: An order of magnitude, yes.

MR. APPEL: --talking about two very different vids in terms of how fast changes
in technology can actually--

DR. DROBOT: But | am sure that, you know, Fadaking a hard look at, you
know, how do you take electronic goods and isdlaen, to some extent, so you can follow the life
cycle? Ithink as those solutions come into plaod, what we will be facing is likely systems for
cars will be very different.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: | want to respect our breaké. We have dinner at 6:00,
is that right? Okay.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: What are the logistics of thatno

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, let me just--

CHAIR SUSSMAN: I'm sorry, beg your pardon.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: That's okay. What we will dowe'll try to summarize
this, and encourage additional discussion and debahink it was a good day. | think, in fact, i
my view, this was our best day yet as a commitfee! want to thank you all for the input.

Walt, did you have anything?

MR. FEHR: 1just wanted to leave you with ongt idought, because it just points
out that there's a lot of clever people out thidrat, may help solve this problem for us. One ef th

big dilemmas that we've always had is in talkingudlvehicle to vehicle, crash avoidance kinds of
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things, how do you get equipment in enough carthaahe ones that have the things can take
advantage of it?

If somebody approached us with a way of getefigctively, that equipment into
all of the cars on the road, without touching taescby doing it, by putting a fixed sensor
mechanism, that we create the messages that wavdddome from the cars, had they had the
equipment in it.

So there are a lot of clever people out thererttzy come up with things that are
completely out of our realm of understanding rigbiv, but get us right past a tough spot. So I'm
pretty enthusiastic about the possibilities. Ifréhare people like that out there, we just need to
encourage them.

MR. GLASSCOCK: Chris, |, and Valerie are drivjrsgp we can split up, and | have
directions for the drivers.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So meet in the lobby.

MR. GLASSCOCK: At a quarter to 6:00.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Quarter to 6:00. A half hourll Aght.

Well, thank you, Walt, for an excellent presepotat | think you set us up
beautifully. And Peter and Ron, thank you for yparticipation. | think you sparked some
excellent discussion that will be very valuabldaiiks to everybody. We'll see you at a quarter to
6:00 in the lobby.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter adjourné&do® p.m.)

COMMITTEE ADJOURNS FOR DAY ONE
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THURSDAY, MARCH 3

(8:10 a.m.)

RECONVENE MEETING

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well, welcome to our second déyneetings out here in
beautiful Ypsilanti, Michigan which my cab drivexesned mystified by. Yours was too. He said
how do you spell that and he wanted to put it msathing. | said | have directions, I'll guidewyo

Anyway, a few thank you's in order, first for @mammittee member Jim Vondale
for getting us an excellent dinner speaker in theraJim last night. He obviously has some deep
insights into this area. He's made it his pasatdeast for the next while so that was - that veayg
helpful, thank you for doing that. And thank yau ¥Valt sitting at the back of the room, some
kudos to him for a very substantial and excelleasentation on the technology and
communications aspects. | thought that we reatigemyuite a bit of progress given the depth of the
substance, Walt, that you were able to providei$oso thank you there as well. And thank you to
whomever it was that came up with that dinner plasenight. I've never tracked down - Peter,
was that you?

DR. SWEATMAN: It was not me. I've learned sohied).

CHAIR SUSSMAN: |thought you as a local werelmably responsible. Who was
it?

MR. GLASSCOCK: Bob and | and the Marriott.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well okay, it was quite a nicexder and we're sorry that Rob
Bertini missed it. Rob is here with us for thew®tday. He's a deputy administrator of RITA
working with Peter Appel.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: We drank to you though, Rob.
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DR. BERTINI: Thank you and believe me | was suggal to be at the dinner but |

was sightseeing around Ypsilanti looking for a hatem instead.

TRANSFORMATION DISCUSSION

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So Rob, Peter was quite an agiaicipant yesterday and
we hope you'll be the same. Rob was dealing wA® audit back home and I'm quite certain in
saying that he would have rather been with us daémg that. So this morning's agenda, we begin
with discussion of the last of the major areas tiiatcommittee identified in its initial meetingdk
- and wrote up in the last summer, and that deigitstiie question of transformation by which we
mean here institutional transformation, transforomest of the way of doing business, of the
relationship between the feds and the state fblitsyeen public sector and private sector and
perhaps some others that we - that we don't captuter that particular rubric. And our resource
person coming in behind the very nice job Waltygidterday in getting us going on the area will be
Valerie Briggs. Valerie, | think everybody hereokvs Valerie, so if you will have at it that would
be great and we'll go through till about 10:20 deveabouts and then we'll have our breakouts in
the subcommittees and before we go into those wddlkliscuss what we hope will come out of
those discussions and who should participate ichvhi

MS. BRIGGS: Okay. I'll sit down here unless yiuare having trouble hearing
me.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: However you like.

MS. BRIGGS: And so one of the things that | veaio do, | know you all - I'm
looking forward to this discussion because | thilskgoing to be helpful to me and to our office.

I'm responsible for the policy research as wethasstakeholder engagement and communications
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aspects of the ITS program and this is an issuevibgrapple with quite a lot. And a lot of my
guestions revolve around what is the appropriateréd role. And we are a research program and
that is our charge, and so even within what isaffy@opriate federal role, well what is the
appropriate federal role for a - what is inhereathgsearch program. And we also do support
deployment in that we have a technology transfegiam and a professional capacity-building
program. We are responsible for building the msifanal capacity of the industry, but we are
inherently not an operator of ITS. And so withttimamind | was just going to let you know what
we're already doing in order to start the dialogue.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: We are a research program is gp€aifically.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes, yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Not RITA, not DOT but JPO.

MS. BRIGGS: Right. This is what JPO is doirfg®p once we complete the research
we inherently feel that we transfer the technolimggur partners in the state and local agencies and
transit agencies and private sector or a Fedeghiily and APTA - I'm sorry, Federal Highway
and Federal Transit Administration and FRA andatier modes that we work with also take on a
responsibility for supporting the ongoing use @itttechnology.

COURT REPORTER: Once again, if you could keeyr ybectronic devices as far
away from the mic's as possible I'd really apptedia

MS. BRIGGS: And if you need me to use a micrahlet me know.

COURT REPORTER: Okay.

MS. BRIGGS: Thanks. So -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Can people hear Valerie all riggrBefore she really wings
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into the whole flight?

MS. BRIGGS: Okay? Okay, good. So this was whatwrote in your advice
memo. | won't read it but it had to do with thetfnat the industry is changing and the
relationships within the industry need to changad then you identified two specific areas, one
was the federal-state relationship and the otheiothe public-private interface, and so we'k &l
little bit about both of those. Just to start eve, work through the modal administrations withim o
department. We feel that they're our first le\fedtakeholder in that they are the ones who
determine our budget and how our money is spedtthay help us execute the program. So we
have a management committee that determines hol$hieudget is allocated and it's led by the
deputy secretary and it includes the administrdtora each of the modes in the blue boxes. So all
of the major surface transportation modes aregbdiniat. And of course we are within the research
and administrative technology administration. tSoniot that the staff of the JPO or Peter decides
the budget, it really is a multimodal environmeWe also work with each of these -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Just a question.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: If you don't mind taking them atpthe way, or would you
rather get all the way through?

MS. BRIGGS: No, let's take them.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So on this question of resourtecation to RITA and to JPO,
you're characterizing it as sort of a joint decistonong everybody on that bottom line of your
chart.

MS. BRIGGS: Very much so.
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CHAIR SUSSMAN: So is the same true in any sdaisany of the other
administrations?

MS. BRIGGS: No. I mean, we are led by this grotiadministrators and they are
the ones who allocate our budget. We are intetwlbd a multimodal organization. We serve the
department in all of these modes and so that's why.

DR. BERTINI: We are the only program operatad tay. If you look in the 2012
budget there are several new programs that wa@peging from RITA to be operated in a similar
way with a collaborative decision-making processstdting research priorities.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: But say FTA it's not done thatywa

MS. BRIGGS: Right.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: They get their money and RITAFRMWA for that matter has
nothing to say about it.

MS. BRIGGS: Exactly.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay, thank you.

MS. BRIGGS: Right.

DR. BERTINI: And we might annoy them if we didyssomething.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And you have, but.

MR. KISSINGER: | mean, to some extent isn'tribev safety council -

DR. BERTINI: Yes.

MR. KISSINGER: - the same thing. | mean, itslqably not as institutionalized.

DR. BERTINI: There are | would say many otheoperative councils and

committees and so on, but | don't believe thatddrlye other ones make funding decisions for
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prioritizing. Because ultimately FHWA will makerid of the safety-related financial decisions
internally to their organization.

MS. BRIGGS: We also of course have a stratdgitrping group which is more at
the director level, Rob and Shelley's - or | gugsb in his current acting director role and Shelley
as the long-term acting director chair that grongh they're the ones who make the determination
and the recommendations then to the administratamsl. then within that we execute the programs
very much in partnership with the staff of thesede® So in many cases research programs are
even led by staff from these other modal agendlesl with the V to V and V to | program we
counted up recently that there are 80 staff achesdepartment in these various modes involved in
managing and executing that work. So while we lzaradatively compact staff at the ITS JPO with
17 people, we do work very much in partnership altlof these other staff. And you know, that is
both a coordination challenge but it also bringist af extra expertise into what we're doing.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Valerie, did you say what thieie was on there?

MS. BRIGGS: The blue are the modes that aregbéine management council that
determines the budget. Those are the ones wewitttk We do not work directly with St.
Lawrence Seaway or FAA because we are surfaceptveaton primarily.

DR. SWEATMAN: And Valerie, who chairs this grap

MS. BRIGGS: The deputy administrator. I'm sptiye deputy secretary. Deputy
secretary.

MR. BELCHER: This may not be a fair questiont \Wwhen | look at the 2012
budget and then when | look at the administratiaathorization proposal for the next six years,

RITA - with the exception of the money that's coghaver from the FCC RITA is the one
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administration that is staying stable and not gngwiDo you think that this management council
structure and not being able to uniquely advoaatgdur own resources is a cause of that? One of
the comments of discussion yesterday was how uegernrced the research efforts at USDOT are
with relationship to the rest of their - rest of thvorld. So is that - | mean, is there somethimg y

can comment on that or not?

DR. BERTINI: 1would say, | mean overall RITAgsowing in the proposal that
we've released. The ITS program is staying flat.

MR. BELCHER: Right.

DR. BERTINI: There were some discussions abguau-know, internal discussions
about reauthorization and | think the consensusthashe program is a good size and | don't think
the structure constrains the ability to grow. ihkithat the structure of the ITS program is adyuel
model that many of the most senior leaders at th& Dthink would like to see applied across other
programs, but | mean all the other funds currditdly mode by mode. You know, this program is
one of the few or - | haven't been able to find aters that flow in a cross-modal way. So I think
with a model that's different than everything eteere are right now we said coordination
challenges and you know, until this model is eméxictally internally and externally we just have
to keep - in my view, keep pushing to demonstratelgnow that in the future perhaps there would
be funding for safety that would flow through aetgfcouncil who could make decisions. And |
think the Secretary | think even just yesterday tafisng about the cross-modal competitive
structure that the new DOT would take on underehethorization proposal.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So Valerie, just give us a seobscale. You indicated that

RITA has on the order of 17 slots, 17 positionsit tBere is a line of ITS work going on in the
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modal administrations, FTA, FHWA. Would you likedguesstimate what fraction of the ITS effort
is within JPO as opposed to in cooperation withntioeles?

MS. BRIGGS: In terms of the budget?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes.

MS. BRIGGS: Well, we did have some discussiaruathat last time.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Right.

MS. BRIGGS: And I think John estimated that jadally 80 percent or so of the
overall budget for ITS comes from the ITS prograBecause the other modal administrations have
many other competing interests. So | think thé lbfithe budget for ITS does come through our
program. And we try to allocate the vast majooityhe program to things that are cross-modal and
we consider for instance the V to V and V to | peog as cross-modal because it serves many
modes, but then within that we do have groupsatreatocused on what are the applications for
trucking, what are the applications for transitaivéare the applications for highway. And so we
work with all of those modes to, you know, to exedhose parts of the program. There are also -
there is also a component of our budget that issaspecific where there are certain programs that
individual modes carry out. The weather programpsetty good one. | think you know that was a
Federal Highway program. Sea Vision is anothertbatgoes to FMCSA specifically and they
execute that money. It comes through our offieegde an interagency agreement to execute the
funds to their offices to carry out. But that'smaall percent of our budget. And then they of seur
each of the modes has the ability to augment thursks through their own resources.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay. We'll get back to the fuimglquestion because | think

it's important, but let's move on and we'll rettari.
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MS. BRIGGS: Okay, sounds good. So we also helationships with other
federal agencies and since this was a pretty biudsion last time | included this slide. These
relationships vary depending on the agency. Wé&ware certainly have common interests with
the National Transportation Safety Board, we'ves@de dialogues with them. NOAA is a group
that we've worked very closely with on joint resdafunded jointly for our weather program. We
are starting to work more with EPA and explore tk#tionship as well as DOE and we've also
used the federal labs in a consulting capacityrfany years. We work with DHS, worked with
them on - we've had various ITS research relatboneeland security as well as the next generation
of 911 so they've been pretty active partnersasegh Department of Defense, you know, there are a
lot of different agencies within the DepartmenbDeffense and we have worked with some of those.
It varies from just periodic discussion to some @narolved joint activities. NTIA and that should
be administration not association is the fedemligithat coordinates telecommunications issues,
and so we go through them instead of directly eo0REC. We don't go directly to the FCC. And
then the NIST is a group that we've worked wittstamdards for many years.

DR. BERTINI: We might add National Science Foatnoh historically has
partnered with the JPO and we're trying to rekirtiok.

MS. BRIGGS: Okay.

DR. BERTINI: And also the Office of Science arethnology Policy under OMB
which of course we've been working on the conneagditle technology challenges.

MS. BRIGGS: DARPA is one of those DepartmeriDefense programs that we
kind of periodically touch base and recognize weeh@mmon interests with. But you're

absolutely right, and there are other DepartmeBtedénse groups that are certainly looking at
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things like the driverless vehicle, or vehicles ttan - that can do some of the same things that
we're interested in, so. The other thing | shealgis this presentation doesn't - isn't - doesn't
necessarily recommend every conversation we'veteger | tried to highlight the major ones.

We - these are groups that we work with throlnghTransportation Safety
Advancement Group that we formed to work with uscsfcally on ITS. They worked very closely
with the ITS program on the next generation 911athdr public safety activities, and we do meet
with them periodically and have very strong relagiaips with all of these groups.

DR. DROBOT: So Valerie, just a question. Iféne to look at let's say the
previous viewgraph, of all the places that yowetdsand just out of curiosity, how many of them do
you have an MOU with or a jointly funded program?

MS. BRIGGS: I'd say NOAA is the one, is the ooihe on that list that we have a
jointly funded program with.

DR. BERTINI: And the first bullet -

MS. BRIGGS: Oh yes.

DR. BERTINI: - our internal partners at - andS¥l

MS. BRIGGS: Yes, that's true. Other than usiregconsulting from the national
labs. That's kind of different. So we also wogkyvclosely with AASHTO and ITE as partners for
state and local agencies and we frequently trptoud to the local chapters because we realize that
you know many of the traffic engineers and othe@ptewho really need the research that we're
doing aren't able to go to national meetings. Saeally do make an effort to get down to the local
chapter level and that takes a lot of time andggnef our staff and our partner staff. We worloals

a lot with ITS America and some of their local deap. National Association of Counties is on
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several of our different groups and IBTTA and wetating to build a relationship with the
American Public Works Association.

DR. BERTINI: Valerie, you may not know but ont&aay I'm speaking at a
meeting of NACo in D.C.

MS. BRIGGS: Good.

DR. BERTINI: They have a legislative meeting, so

MS. BRIGGS: Good. They've been fairly activetlomV to V, V to | program.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Valerie, in discussing the isswei yise fairly general terminology.
We work closely with or whatever. Could you magod down half a - six inches or so and say
here's what the relationship really is in fact, wetwork closely with?

MS. BRIGGS: | will do that. AASHTO, we actualyave consulting relationships
with AASHTO where we set up - we have staff theh®wo work with us to review our documents
and to set up stakeholder groups that will padigactively in our research. So there is a godup
10 states that have had ongoing involvement ivtteeV, V to X program you know for many
years since it was V to I. That was also congistéth what was done with the 511 program. |
mean, they set up stakeholder groups that are dohaork with us and that takes staff time and
energy and that's why we have a consulting relglipnwith them because they have to get their
resources from somewhere and so for the staffdimieenergy that it takes to coordinate those
groups we do support that. ITE similarly and weehlaad relationships like that with ITS America
as well where we consider critical stakeholder gsouand APTA, | should say that too, and in the
trucking community we've had some of those tooth®ee are more contractual sort of

relationships. So many of the stakeholder grogswe've had for the V to V, V to X program we
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might have had AASHTO coordinate the group but theaye also involved stakeholders from
NACo and IBTTA and ITE and other groups. So somes we'll have one organization pull in
stakeholders from their fellow associations. Weeha similar working group with ITE because
we're trying to really increase the local governh@gagement into the V to V, V to X program,
but local is a lot harder than state because theoebne organization that represents all of tbal lo
entities, and so it's a tough - it's much tougbeet out to the local agencies. So similarly Wit
America. National Association of Counties, we rhainvolve them through other working groups.
Same with IBTTA and APWA. We are starting to tygo out to some of their meetings. Do you
want me to press something? Okay, thanks Charhe. next group -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: My daughter worked - a little dsi My daughter worked as a
support person for Bank of America for awhile fialgithese kinds of calls and it was amazing how
often she got a call that said | can't find the Aay.

(Laughter)

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Where's the Any key?

DR. BERTINI: I think that's part of our -

MR. SILL: So the solution is to mandate thealiation of a key marked Any on
every electronic device.

MS. BRIGGS: One thing | should say is when veetst new research program the
program managers have - are responsible for coningth a stakeholder engagement plan
because we do believe that you involve the staken®from the beginning in planning for the
research and in executing the research and theis @ know ultimately part of the tech transfer

strategy is those people's involvement. And sa wiabie stakeholder engagement that we've done
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in the past is very much focused around each pmyggach program manager organized it and you
know, so NG911 is a good example. | mean, it hasgue stakeholder group and they pulled
together all of those public safety organizatianaork with them on that. And that's also how 511
was done and how we started with V to V, V to Ikaten it was VII. And so there were
individual stakeholder groups for each programu Xoow now we are doing a lot more to try to
coordinate those stakeholder activities and hawadirased stakeholder activities, have a common
set of messages and a common set of - you knowe suwak that we're coordinated across the
programs really actively, and much more of ouraesenow is you know focused on V to V and V
to X which crosses all of those areas and as odgosebunch of really separate research
programs. And so we're doing a whole lot more dioation and planning of those stakeholder
engagements collectively now.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Now you led your presentationiwihe idea that JPO was a
research organization, that's their primary chawerunderstand that. At the same time at earlier
meetings we've talked about the issues of standattiag and the issues of deployment and
recognizing that neither a deployment nor a stalsdsetting organization, the question would be
how do you enable that to go faster than perhape @b us think it is going. So are these
relationships designed to advance the deploymamidezgand advance the standards-setting
agenda?

MS. BRIGGS: That's part of it but we also hatreeoactivities. But | will let Steve
jump in because | know he's raising his hand here.

MR. SILL: Keep in mind that we do have the l&gise authority should we find it

necessary to become a standards-setting orgamiz&tiwat portion of the Safety Rule actually calls
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out if the Secretary finds that the lack of a gigeandard is hampering the deployment of ITS we
can indeed publish - we can actually publish adstath- and put our name on it. Now, we did not
use that authority explicitly, but the fact that agve it | think has given us - This authority whic
of course we will seek to utilize if we believangcessary also provides us a great deal of leverage
in negotiating with the standards development argdions to keep them moving along and acting
expediently under whatever contractual relationglgghave. So we do actually - theoretically we
could be a standards-setting organization if weleé¢o.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: But in practice you haven't séles need for that.

MR. SILL: In practice we've chosen not to. Tihe above that in the legislation
says the Secretary shall work with the standardsldgment organizations. So our first - our first
action is to with SDOs. Only if that shows itgelfbe insufficient are we to take the action of
publishing our own.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay, thank you.

DR. BERTINI: And I think we take seriously thect that research - the product of
research is not a report that sits on a shelf @ website that through - as Valerie said, from a
beginning, the inception of the ITS strategic resdealan the idea of having stakeholders at the
table and actively involved in defining the plardamcluding the outreach and education and
technology transfer components which are alsogfartir mandate as the ITS JPO plus something
we haven't really mentioned yet, the bully pulgit &ould call it where we all are out there tatkin
about not only the research but also the tran$fireaesearch results into deployment. And I've
been talking a lot about taking old results from plast 20 years that we know are good and making

sure that the smaller public agencies out theremdnpnot have any staff you know have access to
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these results and can help sort of push thosestlovgy the threshold.

MS. BRIGGS: The other - we have historicallycgithis program was started done
field trials and field tests and model deploymeantd that is also an important part of tech transfer
And safety pilot is the next generation of that alegrly our stakeholders want more. | mean,
clearly our stakeholders would like more of thasélftrials and model deployments, and they
would like more support in deployment and themade needed in this area but you know,
everyone works within a set budget and so we ilezMe have - we do have a budget specifically
for tech transfer and in addition each progranesponsible for making sure they have the broad
stakeholder engagement and as | said we're ddotgreore to coordinate that within the office now
to make sure we involve stakeholders throughouptbeess and to make it easier for them to use
the research results.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So let me paraphrase to make kgo¢ that right because it
seems to be very important. You're not a deployroeganization, you want to be in support of
deployment. You're constrained from how much supgm can give deployment by budgetary
concerns and numbers of slots and people you hadehe stakeholders out there are clamoring
for more support, and you're unable to providedgnethough they really want it. They really want
it to happen.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes, | think you know historicallgg@ple have always said there
needs to be more testing of technologies and ideadlry state would like some little test in their
state so they get to fiddle with the technology seel how it works or the application or whatever it
is. But yes, it's just not possible to meet allhafse needs, so yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay, that's very helpful, thaydu.
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DR. DROBOT: So Valerie, when | look at theseslishink there are a couple of
things that sort of come through. If | look at fregram you are very heavily dependent in this
program on communication, information technolodiesgs along those lines, okay? In my
experience there is an agency called NITRD whidladhspecializes and in fact coordinates federal
research in those areas. Have you folks everdalke

DR. BERTINI: You brought this up in January a@dually we are looking into
that. We're familiar with - as RITA we're familiaath the organization. DOT is not a member, but
we're looking at becoming a member because we thatkve agree with you and that was a very
valuable effort.

DR. DROBOT: Because | sort of look at what'steir deck and they're actually
coordinating all the federal research in cybersgguhings along those lines, that's one. The
second one is networking essentially.

DR. BERTINI: Exactly. We're looking to get Pet& an agenda, an upcoming
agenda.

DR. DROBOT: I think it would be super if you ditat, absolutely.

MS. BRIGGS: | agree. Yes, thank you.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Please repeat the name of the@ge

DR. DROBOT: It's a White House agency and éleed NITRD, National
Information Technology Research and Developmentdioation councils is what it stands for.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: It's an office of the White Houseit's an independent
agency?

DR. BERTINI: It's coordinated by one of the feadleagencies and | can't remember
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who.

DR. DROBOT: It's OSTP actually coordinates yoow so it reports through
OSTP and to the White House essentially.

DR. BERTINI: The thing I've learned is there ks of - when | first came to
RITA they have all these ways of inviting you tesle OSTP meetings and you know, at some point
you have to figure out which ones are the onesytiatan really get engaged with. This was one
that wasn't on our list from the past administratisat we want to add. You know I think personal
preference in the past dictated kind of what cone®dt RITA leaders were involved with based on
their personal experiences and interests so youragine that there are a lot of competing calfs fo
these kind of things, but we agreed that this greume that we will -

DR. DROBOT: So that was one. The second onedh#y stands out and | think
you'll find there's a woman named Jeanette WingJaadette runs what's called the CISE, C-I-S-E,
directorate inside NSF. And she has a major progialed Cyber-Physical Systems and again, a
lot of what you do falls - I'd say is in the scape¢he research being conducted in that program.

DR. BERTINI: Yes, we - so let's say - I'll ubetword "I" for a second. When |
came to this position strengthening or reestaloigshonnections with NSF was one of my goals.
You know, there are three or four places across tN&Fare of interest to us. Frankly, there is the
education element, there is the more traditionall @ngineering element, there's the operations
research element and in the computer sciencete&a$E program is one of them. Again, maybe
it's a resource issue but we haven't yet had tiigseeetings. We've had several more informal
meetings, but exactly how we bring NSF to the tabth us | would like to in the future do some

joint calls for exploratory research. We have gpl@atory research element within our program
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So under my - on my to-do list | think it is strémgning our ties with NSF and tapping into the
research that's going on through their much lasggrarch program than ours.

DR. DROBOT: Four hundred million bucks.

DR. BERTINI: Exactly. But I think it's an opganity for us to leverage internally
in the federal government and that's somethingl'that

DR. DROBOT: What was interesting is she actualipm the Cyber-Physical
Systems actually had a meeting with an auto ingustey set up three meetings and you know,
from what | understand all the auto companies @petied.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: | would mention that the new di@ of NSF is a man named
Subra Suresh who came directly from being deangiheering at MIT to that so at least he might
answer my phone calls.

DR. DROBOT: But, okay. No, those two just stad, they're so close.

MS. BRIGGS: Great. Yes?

MR. VONDALE: Question. These organizations Idikk they are all or mostly
U.S.-based. Do you have a slide coming up - anggging to talk about your global - | know
you're active globally.

MS. BRIGGS: You know, | don't have a slide boiye right, we are active
globally. We have MOUs or MOCs actually, memorandxf cooperation, with the European
Commission and with Canada and with Japan. Se thi@sthe countries that we do have formal
research agreements with and so we are quite actikkat. I'll actually let Rob or Steve jump in
with a little bit more information about those.

DR. BERTINI: I think with those we emphasize ishg the research results. We
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don't - | think it's safe to say except maybe W@tnada we don't - no funds change hands. Soit's -
those are commitments to share information andave kelected some specific areas to focus on
with the European Commission there, some speeffic ¢tall them projects that are projects on both
sides that are moving in parallel but we're shamsglts as we go and the notion of standards is a
thread that's woven through all those cooperafieets.

MR. SILL: In the standards arena we have theagent with the European
Commission we're actually seeking to get theirtemitagreement to jointly undertake certain
processes to provide incentives to harmonize siveg like we, control the power of the purse to
some extent to expand its development organizasindgust one last international agreement. We
did recently sign an agreement with ETSI, the EeaopTelecommunications Standardization
Institute, which is a major SDO working on theipperative systems standards program. This is
just a few weeks old. We do have a memoranduroageration and primarily for information-
sharing. For the most part we don't agree on reachreally is mostly information-sharing.

DR. BERTINI: In addition to - | mean we have fbemal memoranda, but as you
know, just like in the U.S. government we've beskitig about all the different little slots, you
know, our memoranda are with specific entities withose three organizations. But there are
many other entities, for example in Japan therseveral federal agencies who are dealing with
transportation and with communications and witltetogy and so for example last fall when we
did the exchange of the documents with the Japavigsstry of Information Transportation and
Tourism we also met with other ministry staff wherevinterested. And the same thing with the
European Commission, we work with a particular aese organization called INFSO, Directorate

for Information Society, but there's also an oeeslearch directorate within the European
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Commission. There's what they call MOVE, the oNéransportation policy-setting organization.
So we talk and coordinate with them and sort okwath | guess it's safe to say, we have regular
touch points where we communicate with those athgainizations.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes. We've also had a JapanessMdédlir many years, so someone
that's actually from the Ministry of Land Transpeurking at Turner-Fairbanks on ITS issues, so.

DR. BERTINI: And I think next year we expecttafsmember from the European
Commission to be in residence at DOT for a few m®aind this summer we're planning to send
one of our staff over there as well.

DR. SWEATMAN: | guess one comment | had is thesefairly impressive long
lists we have under each of these sections hemnd.itAvould be interesting to hear a bit about the
strategy used as to where the priorities are, yawk who the key organizations are in each group
here. But also | guess overall ITS started ouherhighway side and has kind of migrated much
more towards the automotive, and so we had NHT3a yesterday which was great and also
NHTSA have a particular and close relationship whnautomotive industry. But | wondered how
does RITA see that and how do these relationshi@sge over time? I'm thinking particularly of
the highway sector and the automotive sector andkgiow, we originally had vehicle
infrastructure integration and so | just wonder homhat the strategy is to sort of bring this
together more and particularly on the automotide.si

MS. BRIGGS: Yes. You know, that's a great qaasind | will say, it takes a great
deal of time and energy to do this level of coaation. | mean, this is - it takes a lot of tint&ut
it's what we have to do. | mean, it's how theaesegets - how we make sure we're doing things

that are needed and how the research gets out WWarelo have a very good strong partnership
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with the auto industry and we've done the samegtthiare as they did with public safety which is
we've formed groups to work with us, or we workhathiose industries to form groups to work with
us. And so we have - NHTSA, there was a groupd&llAMP that formed to work with NHTSA
and that's Crash Avoidance Metrics Partnershiptanduded several of the auto industry - it
included Ford, GM and several other automotivengast And they do very technical research and
it's - we actually have a cooperative agreemett @AMP to do joint research with the automotive
industry. And so there are Ford and GM engineer&iwg on this research and those from Nissan
and the other members. There - we also have @epsinip called the VII Consortium which is -
there are nine automotive companies that are manalbénat consortium and we have a
cooperative agreement with them as well and theySonore directly on the policy issues
associated with the V to V and V to X program. Asadwve work very closely with both, they also
have many integrated cross members and so we mekéat they're - we work with them to make
sure that the efforts are coordinated between thasgroups. And for instance, | meet with VIIC
weekly and then often - more often than that. \Weuharterly meetings with them in person
because they are executing parts of our reseangngon. \We're doing it jointly through
cooperative agreements. So that's a very stramiggoship. We've also had similar partnerships
like that with members of the trucking communitgldransit community, and so | have them on
other slides, but there have also been partnengaspartners there. We do have - like | said
earlier, we have contracts with groups like AASHai@! ITE on the highway side for courting
those state and local agencies. We have had ctenvah ITS America in the past too. But you
also hit on a point that is we used to have a &inmbre set of primary stakeholders and now it's

much broader and it's a much greater challengecaiéjust go to one organization and say gather
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the right people for us. So that's why you seephvate sector list that now includes CTIA and
CEA and OmniAir Consortium which are all groupsttiva have not worked with in the past but
we recognize we must work with them so we're gtintipeir meetings, trying to meet people and
start those relationships. We've worked with sswvarthese groups, NEMA and IEEE, SAE, it's
not listed there but another group that we've webrkigh on standards and we actually again have
cooperative agreements with them to do joint stalsdaork to advance standards.

DR. BERTINI: There's also SEMA.

MS. BRIGGS: Right. They're on another slide ces.

DR. DROBOT: So Valerie -

MS. BRIGGS: Yes.

DR. DROBOT: - help me with following - if | gthis correct. You have 17 people

MS. BRIGGS: Yes.

DR. DROBOT: - inthe organization. If | lookalt of these lists okay and | count
them, you know, | mean | wonder how deep a relatignyou can have and how much activity
there actually is per organization.

MS. BRIGGS: It's very hard, it takes a lot of ime. Now, | will say some of
these relationships -

DR. DROBOT: I'm actually wondering about thddaling.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes.

DR. DROBOT: Do you in fact - | don't think | serybody on these lists okay that

shouldn't be there. In fact what | see are thmgsing that aren't there and you know, | mean in a
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very serious way | wonder whether you have enoagburces to actually do what needs to be
done. Because part of the game in a field likeighthis kind of broad outreach and coordination.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Let me ask a follow-up questi How is this done?

You say we -

MS. BRIGGS: Yes, | was about to say -

VICE CHAIR DENARQO: Is there one person for bethese four lists?

MS. BRIGGS: Well, my team - my team does trgaordinate these whole lists.
We don't do all the stakeholder engagement ouisel8e, what we try to do, we keep a calendar,
we have someone go through and look at what meegirgupcoming, we plan the messages. We
do have to coordinate the approvals of the presenta We have resources for assisting the
program managers. Butis it often the peoplepther 16 members of the organization as well as
our partners in the other agencies who do sontastoordination and outreach. So particularly
the automotive work, a lot of that's done throudhl$A too. Speaking, we send out our staff
when they're available or we send out staff froendther, you know, Federal Highway, FTA.

DR. DROBOT: So if | were to look at sort of yatore program and its elements,
do you have a map somewhere of where each of tingaeizations touches you, and what's a
priority and what's not?

MS. BRIGGS: We do. We actually have a staketrabthgagement plan and I'm
sorry | didn't bring it, but we do. And that's nelnmean, that's something that we recognized two
years ago and said we've got to coordinate thisrbeAnd it is a challenge again because you often
feel like you're just responding to requests. \Beitdo have a stakeholder plan and we do try to be

proactive in planning who else we need to reactamuOne group that's you know that we haven't
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talked a lot about, | think they may be on hereawhrere, but National - I'm sorry, there's a
Governors Highway Safety Alliance. | mean, theeealot of different safety groups that - we're
going to a lifesavers conference which is happewarg soon. Recognizing that there are other
groups that are very interested in this spaceedmat some point we're going to have to start
looking at groups that are like AARP or others ilawe niche interests. The disability community
is very interested in what this can do. But weehsaid we just - until we have this research proven
it's not the right time to go out to these groupd &we don't have the resources. So we do make
choices regarding who we reach out to when basediostaff resources available.

DR. BERTINI: | can add also real quick outsidgdBO within RITA we have a
public affairs office. It's six or seven peopld M@ work - we in the JPO work closely with our
government affairs - government international amolip affairs and they do support us. The
international agreements, they help prioritize Adistrator Appel's schedule and response and
requests and get him programmed places where Hatdhe message to large audiences that he
wants to hit. And one of the things that he - ikeane with him and maybe he's talked about this is
getting let's call it the ITS community and letdl @ the safety community and getting them
together. And he loves to do that and to idemqti&ces where ITS people aren't talking to safety
people and vice versa. So that's been a themdninitlover the last several years in trying to be
quite vocal and visible about that. So he helpseti®ur priorities because we do have to prieritiz
by virtue of the administrations interests andnities. But as Valerie said, you know, there are a
lot of groups who need and want to understand wkae doing and we try to economize as much
as we can by touching large audiences and leveyggitimerings in places where you know over the

last several years we've had a number of workshiopsd at helping launch our strategic plan and
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we've very often leveraged the locations and tiofi¢sose workshops with other gatherings where
we know that our stakeholders are present. TheAm&rica annual meeting, the World Congress,
we always are working - TRB, we're working to lege those things.

MR. OSTERBERG: My experience with the progranmii@vperhaps not of this
scope but not dissimilar is that in the early stagmi're really in a diverging mode where you're
opening the aperture and you're bringing in stalkiee that may have an interest in the spirit of
kind of scoping and kind of bringing in as muclenest. At some point and in my experience you
have to almost designate that point we're not garjverge anymore, we're going to start to
converge on actions. And | think what Peter wgsgayou know, the stakeholder analysis to say
not all stakeholders are created equal, whichrerees that are going help us to provide - and
what are the action agents. And then even anlather of the stakeholder analysis, how do those
action agents make decisions? Because in my wiewobthe responsibilities of the research
community is to provide decision support and yovehta understand how they make decisions in
order to be able to provide them with somethingjttnay can use to effectively make decisions.
Lest we exist in this perpetual state of divergeanu we just keep adding more and more people. |
just - I don't know where that point is, but | knewe're going to talk a little bit this afternoonoaib
how we kind of get this thing focused to connectide

MS. BRIGGS: Well, a couple other things. I'vmigg you all the stakeholders for
all the programs that we work on. And so for ga@gram there's a subset of these stakeholders
involved. So for instance public safety, they waest actively involved in that NG911 initiative.
You know, they're not necessarily the core staldgrelwe work with every day on Vto V and V to

X though we recognize they will have an intereghat. So there are you know core stakeholders
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for each program and those are identified in easbarch activity. So we do do that. Another thing
that we have to abide by is federal rules regardow groups can give input to the federal
government. And so we actually cannot set up sid@emaking group unless it's a federal
advisory committee and you all are the only fedadaisory committee we have. So when we go
to get input from our stakeholders it is an inpatgess, not a decision-making process. So we have
public meetings where people give us their idedsgouts but we don't ask our stakeholders to
make decisions on a program.

DR. DROBOT: No, but I mean the end result is yofact use that material to help
others make decisions.

MS. BRIGGS: Oh absolutely. Yes, we take thatema and digest it.

DR. DROBOT: Ithink that's what | heard essdiytia

MR. OSTERBERG: Yes, precisely. And | guessatier - just the last thought
about the stakeholder analysis. You know, somstimeny experience there are degrees probably
on the low end, | need to communicate to you whatlbing?

MS. BRIGGS: Yes.

MR. OSTERBERG: Another degree maybe I'll trgleasconflict what I'm doing
with what you're doing. Then you get to some #aimay want to synchronize what we're doing
and then kind of the highest end in my lexiconimllof the integration. Sometimes | think we try
to integrate things that don't need to be intedrdlt®t we try to over-engineer the solution that's
going to please everyone. In my experience itatwhuses this glacial pace of change and it's the
antithesis of the kind of agility that I think weed in light of the rapid pace of technology

development and other things. | just think thatlesten to you describe that, and | absolutely
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understand the restrictions that we're underatwonder that it's difficult to move something of
this magnitude at a pace that's someone like méviiod acceptable.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes, those are very helpful points.

MR. OSTERBERG: It's probably a pontificationtoow helpful it is. | feel your
pain but at some point we've got to take an agpetippressant | suppose.

MR. KISSINGER: On the safety side, let me adoklaer group that | don't recall
seeing. The Highway Safety Partners Venture waathally is an unofficial sort of advisory
committee to DOT. It's administered out of Fedelighway but most all of the modal
administrations show up. We meet about once ae&uarhere's probably 30 or 40 stakeholders
that are officially a member and usually we get knaw 20-some organizations, and usually it's -
you know, it's always in Washington and it's twdhsee hours. | think it would be worth at least
showing up for one or two to determine whethemitisth your time.

DR. BERTINI: Or maybe getting on their agenda.

MR. KISSINGER: Yes.

MS. BRIGGS: Okay.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Valerie, there are a couple tiitigat struck me as missing
although perhaps they're simply implicit in the way do business. | didn't hear you mention the
Congress as a stakeholder. In fact, the Congesplayer in terms of resource allocation. |
remember back in the earliest days of ITS Senatatdnberg of New Jersey was a tremendous
supporter. He has now returned to the Senatedec@nd set of terms. He was extremely
supportive. | can recall meeting with him backha mid-"90s on this topic. So the question of

champions within the Congress, the House, the 8seaims to me to be important. And on a more
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micro scale within the RITA family you also have tfolpe Center.

MS. BRIGGS: Oh, that's true.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: With a lot of active professiosahat are interested in this
area. So I'd be interested in your views on bbthase.

MS. BRIGGS: Well, I'll let Rob respond to thewi on the Congress, but | will say
with the Volpe Center, Volpe is basically a contiragarm and they have great resources there and
we use them extensively in a contract capacityw&do have agreements with the Volpe Center
and essentially many Volpe Center people are agpdnsion of our small staff in many ways. |
work extensively with them on the policy activitesd so yes, we use Volpe resources quite
extensively.

DR. BERTINI: And really they are an extensioroaf staff, they're part of the
RITA family it's just that financially they're undspecific interagency agreements. But clearly the
Volpe Center houses a great team of staff. | thlh&f you probably know Suzanne Sloan who's
been sort of our strategic plan guru. Jane Lagbi@'s the chair of the TRB ITS committee but
she's also been our international cooperation glind Gary Ritter actually was just appointed as
the head of the - | can never remember the narntesé offices within the Volpe Center because
they're too long, but basically the ITS departnoéithe Volpe Center. And so we do have a strong
team there.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Not only are the titles too loagthe Volpe Center but they
change them quarterly, so it's a little tough tegkap.

DR. BERTINI: | asked Bob Johnson come up witk-@rord names for each of the

125



departments there.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And leave them alone for awhile.

DR. BERTINI: Regarding Congress, again we warkagh our governmental
international public affairs office. Certainly one hand we respond to requests so we do get a lot
of requests and this has been the budget rollmiseason for the launch of investigations and
hearings and so on and so | know we've had seadisralssions with - so there's the transportation
committee. There's also the science committea@hlbuse side who's very interested in research
and we will be doing in our - in RITA's role asalaborative - as a coordinator of research across
DOT we will be holding a pretty significant meetiwith House science staff, bringing in all the
modes of transportation in the very near futuree'ré/of course working with the GAO as you
mentioned earlier on an audit of our program. ¥éa be also proactive with the congressional
committees and the members of Congress, and sodeeitadically visits various offices when we
have something to share. So it's a combinatidrcoQrse we're required to submit a report to
Congress on the ITS program. We have to - agarg whole element of coordination within the
Department of Transportation where the DOT congyaeakaffairs office and so everything we do
with Congress is in close cooperation with larg&TDpriorities as well. But we do - I'd say it's
safe to say we have an active stream of commuoinsabiack and forth with members of Congress
and their staff.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Scott is much more tuned intost&ind of nuances than |
am, but it strikes me that with the pressures ingfess to cut budgets and save money and so on
and so forth but their interests in continuingee sconomic growth in this country, that potentiall

ITS is not a bad card to play that you could sag'h& way of buying the capacity we need for
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productivity improvement but without bridges to we. And | wonder if the administration has
picked up on that opportunity?

DR. BERTINI: | know that within the DepartmeritTransportation at very high
levels there is deep appreciation for that. IkI8eott actually joined John Augustine and me in
some meetings with the assistant secretary focyahd we discussed that, and | know that that is
woven into the flavor of the reauthorization pragdpghat we want to look for opportunities. There
may even be some language in there, | would hage tack and check now, but | believe there's
even some language in there about looking for wagsin efficiencies through operations. So yes.

DR. SWEATMAN: It seems sort of unusual giventtiat the RITA budget is kind
of flat and everyone else's is proposed to goSgthat doesn't kind of -

DR. BERTINI: Yes, on one hand it's flat, on ttber hand you know - the wireless
initiative which really came from the White Houige $100 million for integrating wireless
broadband with intelligent transportation syster@ie.we see that as an increase and | guess - so
we're glass half full kind of people about the betdgtuation because there are so many pressures.
We still think that moving forward we have someitg opportunities again to leverage more
cooperation with other federal agencies.

MR. BELCHER: Well I think in the glass half fullay of viewing the world even if
you look at the Republican proposals to cut therf@doudget by $63 billion this year, the RITA
and in fact much of DOT goes unscathed. | meanbitpchunks are in the President's priorities
around high-speed rail and some other initiatiigasyou're not seeing - | mean, you're not seeing
the growth that we need to really bring our tramgtimn system into a state of good repair, but

you're not seeing the kind of draconian cuts tbatrg seeing at the Environmental Protection
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Agency, that you're seeing in Department of Edooatrhich are all high priorities for this
administration. So | think if you want to view therld through the glass is half full that's theywa
to view it. And then if you look at the Presidsmtiorities for transportation, | mean you're sgei
a proposal that may - I'm not going to charactatjmut it is in fact a doubling of the current
allocation for safety though and it has a numbeeally innovative initiatives. And the other tgin
you know, | mean - | asked Rob kind of a questmhdar his answer which | knew, but | wanted
you to say it for everybody else. The other pathis story again in the glass half full is thasl
doesn't just happen in RITA, it happens at FHWAaippens - and there is a number of places
where in the administration proposal there is opesmand there is incentives to invest in systems
operation and ITS. So in a way that didn't exigtafety loop. And so I think if it is in fact a
dramatic improvement. | think you know if you loa&ross the whole transportation.

DR. BERTINI: Maybe - | mentioned three othergaie of RITA's proposed budget
that could be ITS-related in the Bureau of Trangpimn Statistics we see a budget - proposed
budget increase for safety data, a safety datagmrog/hich of course would have to be linked to
ITS. There are two $20 million proposed programgen RITA. One of them would be - both of
them would be multimodal with a management coustaiicture like the ITS program. One $20
million per year set would allow the DOT leaderstuset research priorities in real time, target
those funds to a set of competitively selectedensity transportation centers that have another $80
million of baseline funding. So there's $20 milliper year that includes verbiage in the more
detailed descriptions that probably haven't belmased yet about advanced technology and so on,
so certainly would not exclude other ITS-relatezbegch. Then there's yet another $20 million

program that would be competitively awarded undauéiimodal, cross-modal council structure
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that could be targeted to any - would be competifiopened to any entity, university or lab or
private sector who wanted to compete to conduetreh in certain areas that of course would not
exclude ITS and operations and the research quosghat could cut across the entire DOT. So
those would be two programs for the first time inay that would target research funds beyond
ITS in a truly multimodal way which could be oppaonities let's say for you and for us.

MR. OSTERBERG: Kind of to the point to at leaffer one of the things that |
think I've seen and | spend a fair amount of tim&apitol Hill is that researchers cheerleading for
more research funding may get their attentionebdtusers that can say | see value and | can see
application of what it is, | think it carries a biiore weight. So if there's anything that we carmod
perhaps join you in some of those. We can getidieace with about anybody that we want to
have an audience with so if we do an analysiseddlare the players that we think can help us, that
are predisposed perhaps you know, love to - athoeisn't have to just be someone like me but if we
get someone from the railroad or whoever to astyallin and say this isn't just theoretical stuff,
this is - we see the opportunity and the benétitjust offer that, if we can help.

DR. DROBOT: You know | mean it's actually a vgood point because the nature
of the research that we do is really very appliddd I think if you can get that flavor across in
terms of -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Excellent thought. Thanks, that'great suggestion. Sure of
course, please.

DR. SWEATMAN: So | guess we've kind of - we haverossed any of these
organizations off these lists. We've added a f@aremAnd it just seems impossible for RITA to be

constantly working actively with all these orgati@as. And just thinking back to where we
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started out on how to accelerate deployment ofd&®ould do a one-time effort to you know
maybe do a forum in each of these key areas, Igeeak folks in the room in each of these areas
just on the question of how do we accelerate tpéogment of ITS. Because at least that way you
could see where - | think more obviously whereltheiers currently are and | guess also to find out
who the key strategic partners really are. Scesgu'm thinking clearly you can't do this all the
time, it's just impossible, but maybe a one-shimtremight be very helpful.

DR. BERTINI: Maybe it would be worth mentionitftat next month | guess at the
ITE we'll be launching, in the spirit of the adnsimation's emphasis on challenges and
competitions, a video challenge on ITS deploymdmtne actually RITA and FHWA and FTA are
cosponsoring it. AASHTO and APTA and ITS Americd telp us in the judging and the sorting
of the let's say large number of videos we hopgete But the idea is we want stories from the
deployers and how have they deployed somethirgein community or their region or their state or
their organization, whatever it is. We want thespa who was responsible for that success story to
tell their story so that other people can call tre@ramail them and get more information about how
they did it. So we think that that will help skeéttone and make it clear that we're interested in
accelerating deployment and maybe that's sometencan build on for some next step. | don't
think we know in advance what we're going to getve think the fact that we're asking people to
tell us their stories is a first step and perhapsessort of larger forum building on that wouldebe
logical next step.

DR. SWEATMAN: We probably also need to underdtdre dark side a little bit.
Because there may well be some organizationssiisthiwho have agendas that are not - that are

orthogonal in some ways. So it's good to know.
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MS. BRIGGS: Another thing to keep in mind. Weealgreat deal of public
meetings and we've started doing a lot of publietings for the V to V, V to | space where anyone
can come and we get a lot of people. And so $hsbiinething that we have practiced. We have
done kind of open meetings for all of the prograinas we've had that allowed various stakeholders
to come together and give us inputs on how do wibaresearch and how do we execute the next
steps of it. Another thing to keep in mind is titiatreally tough for people to travel these days,
especially public agencies, but everyone has tragélictions. And so it's getting harder and bard
to do public meetings and we often have to payhferravel for state and local agencies because
they aren't going to get to do it otherwise. Sogtetty tough to do a big public meeting witlo@a |
of different groups too and that's why we go taowss groups and try to do things at their events
where they're already attending.

MR. KISSINGER: Can | ask a question? | meaudss I'm just - I'm looking to
Scott because you know when your predecessor agganmi is set up | think very much in the
context of the big tent to do a lot of this stakdboinvolvement and perhaps to an extent that even
the DOT can't you know. | know it's evolved somatdaway from that, but | guess I'd be interested
in just your perspective because it seems likealist everybody on that you know these last couple
of slides could theoretically or are already memlédTS America. And | know you guys work
together, but | guess I'm not sure exactly howectorsf you - where lines are drawn and does
Valerie call you up and say we just can't handke ttan you? Or how does that work on a day-to-
day basis?

MR. BELCHER: I mean, | think - | guess | haveoteomments. | mean the first

thing and | was going to say this before separata fTS America is | mean 17 people, but the
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joint program office operate and does a lot oivtsk through these partners. And so AASHTO

will be an advocate through the state DOTSs, we'lhb advocate and in fact we are kind of an
advocate on a lot of the things that is kind ofwaithin the joint program office purview. So we're

up on the Hill you know, deployment is a very magsue for us and so that's an area where we're
out there. With respect to kind of the JPO-ITS A@erelationship we do have the big tent, we do

- there are a number of areas with which we do werl actively with the joint program office.
Valerie mentioned the stakeholder meetings. Wieltend to be the ones who set them up, do the
outreach, organize them and again, | think largeliause it's easier to go through us to get to many
of the stakeholders because they are, you knotwviiyaValerie doesn't have to go to AASHTO,
ITE, APTA, she can go through us and we'll go é.th think what you've heard though is that
even our tent isn't big enough anymore and sog/se'eing unique relationships now with CEA,

with TIA, CTIA. We're - ITS America is getting mn®and more of those people participating in
there, but | think what, you know, what the JPOfbasd is that in some of those areas we're not as
deep as they'd like and that's fair. | mean, antiey've established additional relationships. So
think we have those relationships. | don't - loh sure.

MS. BRIGGS: And I'll jump in here. We value oalationship with ITS America
very much and we do a lot of stuff with ITS Ameribat when we are going out and trying to get
the vast majority of state and local - or localrages in particular to understand this, the traffic
engineer in Paducah, Kentucky for example. Yout expect them to come to our tent. We have
to go to their, where they already are. And sdenfiiS America does have a lot of members from
a lot of different groups, it's not - for instanttee primary organization perhaps that all of taagit

agencies are part of. So we still need to goR®Aand CTIA. And so | think that we can't expect
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-and it's not ITS America's role to replace thasg when we are looking at you know a more deep
dive on who are the core stakeholders who aresistied in a specific subject we often do go to ITS
America.

MR. BELCHER: | mean, our problem is that you wnee have - we have the
people who get it. | mean it's like most transgrh groups, we've got you know so if you look at
our membership list we do have - | mean in thesitavorld we've got the John English's and we've
got the Linda Watsons and you know we've got #uesit groups that get it and are using
technology, but that's not really who we need tpreaching to often. And so that's why
sometimes it's better to go to APTA to go deepgetdo those, the transit engineers. And simyilarl
you know in the telecommunications space we'veMggibrola and Qualcomm and AT&T and
Verizon but then you go much deeper than that tadhaps off.

DR. BERTINI: I think we've talked here about hexs're good at talking to
ourselves and so the challenge is to keep doingghaecessary but also for us in a unified way to
help communicate to the others who need to unchelsthat we're doing.

MR. BELCHER: But we'd like to do more.

DR. BERTINI: As Valerie said, we work closelytwiTS America, but we also are
committed to their success as an organizationtaatts something that Shelley and | and Peter you
know are - believe in strongly.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Valerie, | suggest we let you radfarough the several
additional.

MS. BRIGGS: We've talked about a lot of theseert. We do have relationships

also with APTA, CTIA, American Trucking Associatiamd Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance
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for specific activities. We work with the auto coamies which we already discussed. SAE does a
lot of standards work with us. The alliance onititernational - the Association of International
Automobile Manufacturers are big groups who wetdeatk directly with but they are involved in
our stakeholder groups for V to V and V to X andvBEas we already mentioned which are the
after-market folks. And then we also work a lothwthe university transportation centers and the
Transportation Research Board. And | think thittsr the stakeholder list.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Can you back up one please?uSiotp make sure I'm nailing
this, when you're talking about say private andatltemotive industry, key listed associations,
trade associations and the like, but do you hayespecific outreach to individual major
manufacturers?

MS. BRIGGS: Oh yes. We met yesterday with ssadrthem, but we - those -
that first group, CAMP and VIIC are made up of th@or manufacturers and they exist to work
with us on those programs. So they're organizatdithe major manufacturers who do directly
work with us.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Your primary flow is through theeassociations rather than
going to visit Ford and General Motors and Chrysler

MS. BRIGGS: We talk to them anytime they askouand we, | mean we were
meeting with -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: I'm not finding fault, I'm justying to nail what you do.

MS. BRIGGS: Ithink it's safe to say we do both.

MR. VONDALE: Maybe | can add something to thatause I've worked in this

area for about 30 years now and I've never sesarctmoperation with the industry. And when
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you look at the first two, the VIIC and CAMP, thaia model for cooperation with the industry.

And it's not just talking, it is working with dirlg the engineers and some of our most talented
engineers to work on both the technical aspedts®fnd the policy issues. And from my
perspective you know much of the progress we'veerhag been through the technical work of
CAMP and the policy work of the VIIC. So itist'sia good question, but | can assure you itis a
very powerful and strong relationship that is caumtag to work. | can't think of a situation in 30
years that's even come close to the cooperatiod #ffat's been going on and will continue to go on
there. And because of that relationship to mearigs in a lot of other support as well that's
associated with. Now, can we step it up? Yesevgaing to keep stepping it up because we want
to try to improve on what we've already got, bus #it's working very well.

DR. BERTINI: I think also one other angle thasthbeen discussed and | think Jim,
you and Peter and | have talked about it, thatneags and the researchers through CAMP and
VIIC are sort of one thread of industry, but whatwe also been trying to do is ramp up the
conversation with other levels and other entitighiwvthe auto industry for example to make sure
that there's a broader expectation of what's goitg happening in the future. And that's
something that Aneesh Chopra has brought to ugdespushing us to do to make sure that we're
just not you know again talking to one narrow sligthin the industry.

MR. VONDALE: And I can tell you, you know, iteeen made clear at Ford for
example that this is a real program and thatgbiag to - it's going to happen. And we have
confidence it's going to be successful ultimat&w. | think it's changed from you know something
that was a pie in the sky a few years ago to sangetiow that is a real program. And so we're

throwing a lot more resources at it and Peter tbdtmout yesterday the PR. We're going to be
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throwing a lot more PR at this too because we tliihis a lot of benefit in that respect. Soallse
is something that has a lot of potential today ewveh more potential tomorrow.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Just following up on that, that'gjuite positive story. The
guestion | would have is as you said you've beehisrbusiness for 30 years and many people
around this table have comparable length of servibat is it about today that's making that
happen? Why has that kind of cooperation, tratilly very difficult to develop, all of a sudden
guote unquote "all of a sudden" taken root and se¢erhe advancing? What's going on?

MR. VONDALE: A couple of things. One, | thinke funding that's coming
through to the CAMP and VIIC efforts is absolutesential. All the vehicle manufacturers are
really stressed right now and have been stresskthariunding that's come through during that
period of time has allowed us to not only keep utp the work but actually accelerate it. And |
think once we start seeing the fruits of the wbikt's been done over the last several years
particularly in the area of research and we've labémto finally get the message to some - it takes
time to turn something that's a research projéctsamething that looks like it is a real - a ibaig
that is ultimately going to bear some fruit. Amditss that. | think also, and it's somethingihkh
we all need to be thinking about and doing, andalked about it you know a few years back with
AASHTO. You know, we're looking at this as a tyamsation-related issue, but it crosses so many
other boundaries. If you want to talk about health reform, this is the program that probably
offers the greatest healthcare reform opportumdayd because when we're successful here and we
start eliminating large percentages of crasheauh&er of - the amount of healthcare that is spent
on vehicle-related crashes is enormous. Andlsiok tve need to be looking at this, and the way

we're looking at it at Ford Motor Company is thas is a societal benefit in a much broader sense
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than - and I'm just talking about the safety sidleere are so many other opportunities too as we
move into this. So | think one of the things lulght was really important that Jim Buczkowski said
last night is one of the ways to really acceletiadedeployment is not to look at it like we have to
wait until we've got everything in place before start moving on the deployment. That's not the
way we operate in the auto industry and so we teeade the information, the techniques and the
processes that we have to find ways to impleménptiogram in stages so that we can accelerate.
Because ultimately I think all of us believe thand | know it's felt at the highest levels of my
company that this has tremendous opportunities.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, Joe, please.

MR. CALABRESE: Just to tie off of that. We daahd anything without adequate
funding and I'm sure this has been done and yduapig have it in your notebook, but you know,
do we know what money can be saved by more invegtimérS? | mean, we really | think -
because the politics wants us to and becauseaiduacfal situation is forcing us to be more cost-
effective. You know, what is the return on investit? If we can through better ideas put more
throughput on highways, you know, can we avoiddag more lane miles, can we avoid
maintaining more lane miles? If through the safifWe could improve the throughput so there's
not a 5-minute delay when the trains merge in Wagbn and we could have closer headways and
handle more people and again, reduce traffic cdlogesyou know, and have a safer - | mean, do
we know what the cost-benefit is? Do we know bByaa $100 million investment we can save $4
billion? | mean, that's how we have to sell ito We know those numbers?

MS. BRIGGS: | canjump in. I'd like to respaecboth of you. And so I'm first

going to start with what | was going to say after's comment. Right now the VtoV, Vto X
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program is heavily focused on auto industry co@tilim and cooperation, but every research
program we've ever had has had that level of coatidn and cooperation with whatever the key
stakeholders were. So I'm going to give IVBSS, wes the in-vehicle safety systems, autonomous
safety systems. They worked very heavily withiteavy carrier industry in the same capacity that
we now work with the automotive industry. So | wbsay that our relationship with the

automotive industry isn't unique. We've had tHasd of relationships with the other industries

that we've done research with. So | just wanteddke sure that we made that point.

In terms of the benefit cost, since the inceptibtine ITS program we've had a
heavy evaluation component. Every research probgeaso be evaluated and both to understand
the success of the research and to estimate tlefitost of that ITS program. So we have an
extensive database of benefit cost informatios.ufp on our website, we also produce various
reports on that, but it is very difficult to roldse up and quantify them on a societal level a on
level that is meaningful to a specific individu#énd so that's an ongoing challenge of the industry
and I'm, you know, Scott can jump in here too,llthink that we have done as much as we could
think of to try to collect the core information tliaves benefit cost information about specific ITS
applications. And that is all publicly availabledugh our website through a database that we've
invested quite a lot in to try and make it as dgendly as possible.

MR. BELCHER: I think Valerie's right to some ert. | mean, | think there is -
there are cost-benefit analyses that have beenatoggecific projects, you know, and we do have
statistics about return on investment ratios ogifipeleployments. But the data is thin and itadsee
to be better.

DR. BERTINI: And we need compelling stories. ddhis is - okay, this video
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challenge is a zero cost thing for us exceptle it of time and create a website, but it ishe t
spirit of what you're talking about. We need ttogies and I'm going to sort of say let's call them
more traditional ITS technologies. | think on tenected vehicle research that we're doing clearly
the goal of our program is to provide NHTSA withenefit cost, with the tools to conduct their
own internal benefit cost analysis for a potemgulatory decision for light vehicles and heavy
vehicles. So that's been the hallmark of this ranmgand continues to be. | think the piece that we
need to work on is converting the technical repamts results, you know, research reports into
stories. And there are books written about hodat¢that. We're trying through Valerie's team to
do that. I've been thinking recently, | happerelbok at Shelley Row's blog last week because she
- maybe someone already mentioned that she washimand her husband were in Cairo a few
weeks ago when the revolution was starting andwresg stuck at the airport. She wrote some
very moving stories about their experience thdileey were in Christchurch, New Zealand during
the major earthquake and she wrote again somecwarpelling, moving stories about her
experiences. Moving. But yes. But my point &t ththink she has a gift, if you look at her blog,
she has a gift at telling stories and | am alresaglying her up to work on this because | thinkta lo
of what we need to do is take the results we hadélze results we're getting, convert them into
stories that are compelling, that get people eddtyond just our transportation - our best friends
But | think - I mean, we all need to work on thag all need to have stories in our heads that lve te
and that get retold. So | think we can do thatt jirst may be something that we tend to forget.
MR. CALABRESE: This may be very futurism - bidteopersonal nature, if | can
equip my roadways with the traffic signal priorimon for public transit, | can save a boatload of

money today.
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DR. BERTINI: And that's not new.

MR. CALABRESE: But again, there needs to be smmesaying this is a great
investment because it may cost some money herésogihing to save money here because it's all
coming out of some federal pot somewhere.

MR. BELCHER: Well, one of the things we do - éam just ITS America does that
gets a little bit to that is what we call our Sntaotutions Spotlight Award which we give out about
every two or three weeks. You know, we gave thehUtransit Authority one when they
implemented their contactless payment system. alhpfest time in the United States that had
occurred, really is unique. | mean, it's not gealten occurring, you know, it's just a few times
even around the world. Has a chance to kind alutenize what's going on in transit. We gave
an award and told a story about a project thatwabinvolved with before he got to RITA which
is the synchronization of a number of traffic signa Portland, Oregon. It's a great story aradl | t
it all the time and so maybe you've all heard thig,the thing that was unique about it wasn't
necessarily the traffic light synchronization, fuats the fact that they partnered with a climatstfru
guantified their emission reductions, sold the siarscredits and got money to pump back into the
transportation system. So that, | mean | thinls¢hare the kind of stories and examples that we're
all looking for.

MR. KISSINGER: We need to sell those. And yooWw, on the safety side let's
not forget, some in the room may not be awareetiseright now under development the first ever
national strategic highway safety plan which is ni¢a be very comprehensive and it's meant to -
it's being done in the context of the first evenddide | think sincere towards zero death vision.

DR. BERTINI: And we were at the table. | jusintto make that clear, the ITS
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program.

MR. KISSINGER: Right and you are at the tabdad that documented - even if
the document's vision is realized, it's meant ticudate some of these specific connections. Here'
how what percentage of that vision ITS could coate. Here's what the investment would be and
here's what the payoff is.

DR. BERTINI: And I think back to Jim's point aligoublic health aspects. | think
also for the first time within the USDOT there igeay strong appreciation of the impact of injuries
on society in addition to fatalities. That to mesignificant.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Joe, in the context of what yaudst's kind of interesting
thinking back again to earlier days in ITS. In #agliest stages some of the people shaping the
program were characterizing transit as the potezdidy winner in ITS - this was back in the '90s -
on the theory that they could translate their tranfermation, fleet management, into actual sasing
and ridership boosts, but it never really happerigdnsit was among the slowest to adapt - adopt, |
should say, these technologies. And this gogsgdtoader question of institutional strength. |
mean, these are often distressed properties whn @ire public spotlight for losing money and in
my area every time it snows the MBTA goes intotthlet and so on and so forth. So how do we
solve those kinds of issues? That's beyond thgesafothis committee, but that kind of question of
how deployment could be aided with some institiioaform | think would be - is a very
important one.

MR. CALABRESE: Ithink one of the issues in mdustry that we're trying to
address, you know, let's say there's a hundred tnajesit systems in the country and we're all

operating like a hundred separate companies arthencbuntry versus operating - let's develop
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something for the industry that is compatible @®itidustry in a much more cost-effective way, not
just to develop and deploy, but also not be damadged we have - as an industry, we have our
biggest issues with the more electronics, the bitigeissue. | mean, there's not been - a simple
thing is fare collection systems. Ticket vendingcimnes. You know, those are nightmares in the
industry. The one in Seattle, they're seven yaeaingd schedule. You know, we're - it's just -
because for whatever reason even though therasmptential, the industry isn't that big, there's
not a lot of suppliers that want to support theustdy because of the size, but yet it's an impbrtan
industry. It's important in terms of the numbepebple we move and also in terms of the money
we have to provide and support products.

DR. DROBOT: But Joe, | mean isn't the predomimettern though that almost the
introduction for example of fare machines, thingthat sort, almost every system reinvents itself,
gets its own vendor. You look at the rest of tleelevand it's totally different.

MR. CALABRESE: Well there are basically two vensl Neither one of them do
a good job. And the biggest issue -

DR. DROBOT: So why don't a lot of us gang togetind figure out how to get
them straight?

MR. CALABRESE: Well, 1 do, | haven't paid minetwo years. But the biggest
issue in things like one of our issues in the itgushich is not going to be solved soon is the
whole buy America concept where there's a lot edgtechnology in Europe in terms of vehicles,
in terms of ticket vending machines, in order &t tlechnology that we can't bring over, we can't
attract.

DR. DROBOT: You know, | got a walk-through of atls called the Octopus
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system in Hong Kong. What a wow compared to wiete here.

MR. BELCHER: Joe, | just wanted to - | thinkfusaybe to shade your comment
because | think you were a little harsh on thesitant mean, transit in fact were among the estrlie
adopters of ITS. Most transit systems have got Aftems for example. Fifteen years ago they
didn't have that, and that's how they manage tleeis, and as a result of that you're seeing an
increasing number of transit systems that are gnoyireal-time traveler information and if they
can't you're starting to see an increasingly largaber of transit systems that are making that
information available to others to provide it. éam, that's a cultural change that's happening but
that - the whole kind of investment in ABL, invesim in fleet management, those are all ITS
products that have in fact transformed transit.

MR. CALABRESE: | think it might have been slomtially, Joe, but | think in the
last five years there's been a real surge.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes.

MR. CALABRESE: And again, one of the issues lbesn as | mentioned before,
we don't have a Ford that wants to invest their owaney. | gave you some stories last night as to
we had to invest our money to convince a manufactordo things that they wouldn't do. They
wanted to sell us either widget A or widget B, ymow, things that all turned out thankfully
positive, but there's - again, because you've §a2@0 to 4,000 bus market on an annual basss. It'
just not -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Not enough buses. Well, my stagats were perhaps not
nuanced enough. | was referring to the early dagsin fact there has been some progress. At the

same time, Joe, you're on this committee becauseeyane of the more visionary transit operators
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in the country as you were telling me last nighdutlyour BRT systems and some of the very
advanced things you're doing. But there are aflqtite risk averse managers in transit properties
around the country and it's quite understandabietiady're risk averse. Every time they put their
head above the foxhole line everybody gets, yomktioe Boston Globe opens fire. So it's not - it's
not surprising, but it is indeed a fact of life have to deal with.

MS. BRIGGS: You gave me a good entree to tisisdde which is -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: The last slide?

MS. BRIGGS: | know, we're close. The - we si@did policy research program two
years ago, a formal one. | think we have alwagsehpolicy research component to all the research
programs, but two years ago we said, you knowjshimaportant and we aren't going to be able to
solve the institutional challenges up against [TiSve at least need to continue to have a place
where there - where we have some focus and attemtithem. And so two years ago that policy
research component was kind of formalized.

We - communications and stakeholder engagemangehover time and they're a
continuing challenge, and so we do try to keep itip mew ways of communicating. So | just
wanted to let you know kind of what we had donthapast and continue to do and some of the
new things we're doing. We have always had a gsafaal capacity-building program. That
equates to training professionals that we do, ymwk we have done classroom courses. For
instance, the ITS architecture, when that wasdallg, heavily classroom courses. And we are
moving away from that and moving towards insteadsofielivering courses we're focusing on
delivering content, identifying kind of what areetbore needs in the training area and where can we

provide materials for people who do training, pedmbth at the professional level and at the
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university level now for the first time, and hownoae support them in getting ITS education and
training out there better.

DR. BERTINI: Valerie, you might - well, I'll jasnention that we have a draft
strategic plan for the PCB program.

MS. BRIGGS: We do.

DR. BERTINI: Is that still open for comment srthat closed?

MS. BRIGGS: It is not open for comment butstil up on the website. And if you
have comments I'm sure, you know, we'll take th&ut yes, we did roll that out at TRB that we
have - well, we were doing stakeholder activitiktaat year and we do have the plan out, available
and it's in draft and it's - but it's, you know, plan to put the final version up. It's very sinito
the draft.

DR. BERTINI: And the number is escaping me,lldatow that last year for
example in 2010 we touched thousands of profedsiona way or the other through peer-to-peer
or through PCB.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes.

DR. BERTINI: So that these programs are touchitg of people.

MS. BRIGGS: We do. We work a lot with our staglelers on these. So ITS
America, we have traditionally worked with thendiliver some sort of coursework. We - our
peer-to-peer program is the one where we have loagyravailable for public agencies to go visit
other public agencies, and that's been wildly parpag you can imagine, and many people have
come to me and said this is why | deployed ITS bsed saw what they did in Kansas City or you

know, whatever. So that's been a well-receivedrara and of course it has to be managed and we
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do manage it to make sure that it's used apprefyriand the people who use it do come back and
do webinars for the community to learn what theyned. So the next thing is we do have a very
active webinar program, have had for a number afsyeWe have a formal one called T3s that is
part of the training program where we do try toamige webinars around certain content. We have
professionals from out there who are implementofpnology actually host and speak at those
webinars. We also do webinars associated withf @allr public meetings and anytime, you know,
we do kind of periodic updates through webinarswfvarious research programs when we feel the
need. We just recently did a bunch on - we didan#&ucking last week and we've recently done
one on the AERIS program. So we do try to getrmédion out through webinars that are open to
anyone. We have public meetings as | said befiatedd require travel. And then we have had a
number of online resources for many years, the fiep€osts and Lessons Learned database that
catalog the ITS benefits, costs and lessons ledroedthose many evaluation programs. We have
a deployment tracking database. Every | thinkelyears or something we go out and we survey
the industry of public agencies to see where tlaae ldeployed ITS. And we make all that
information available online. We just did a - thgdlate and so we'll be excited to share that soon.
And then we catalog all of the reports that weldough the National Transportation Library so
that they are available to the broader public dsaseavailable to our community through our
website.

| already talked about the policy research progr&Ve are also doing active
stakeholder engagement planning now. We're gjadidlo more contests starting with a connected
vehicle technology challenge that rolled out at TRBe're starting to use Web 2.0 tools and this is

actually a lot more challenging in a governmentaigation than perhaps in your organizations
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because there are rules that we have to followangou know, every communications that we
have outside of our organization must go througir@miate approval and vetting processes. And
SO we can't - we have chosen these tools as agieofar us. We also have limited ability to
respond to every comment that might be postedioga So we are very careful about Web 2.0
but we see it as necessary and good.

DR. BERTINI: We're also on Facebook just so igoatvare.

MS. BRIGGS: RITAIs, yes. And we are tryingdo more information push rather
than just expecting people to show up at our welpstiodically through kind of short newsletters
that say here's the - there's a new posting tavebisite, or here's the latest on our programs. And
these are just very short kind of email updateswine think we have something new to share.
And there is a new RITA resource called transporie¢search.org that is intended to be a - well, it
is a collaborative web tool for anyone to join @ research results on any transportation topic.
And transportationresearch.org is organized intoldSters and one of those clusters is ITS. So the
idea with transportationresearch.org is that ajlaaf can get online and share what you're doing if
you choose to, or you can follow what others aiegloSo it's intended to be a resource for others
to post information instead of just us posting wik@tre doing.

MR. KISSINGER: You're saying dot org.

MS. BRIGGS: I'm sorry, it is dot gov. Yes,stdot gov,
transportationresearch.gov. We have - it's det'gopretty sure, yes. We're trying to - partlod
new professional capacity-building strategic p&toilook into creating an ITS certification
program so you could become a certified ITS prodess much like you become a PTOE,

professional transportation operations engineerit Sould be just a recognition that you've gone
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through some level of coursework or training reldtelTS and you have certain skills. And so
they're looking into what it would take to do thad how to administer it.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Who would do this? Who would pounce somebody
certified?

MS. BRIGGS: I'm sure it wouldn't be us. We wbwlork with a partner, you
know, one of the associations or a group that thessort of thing.

DR. BERTINI: ITE as an example has several fogations for transportation
operations.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes, and others.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: It wouldn't be the feds who arerd it.

MS. BRIGGS: No, no. | mean, but we recogniz thtakes resources to put
something like that together, and so.

DR. BERTINI: And keep it up.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes. And then my favorite slidastis our new website that we just
rolled out.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Who's that in the upper right-Haoorner?

DR. BERTINI: | have mixed feelings about that.

MS. BRIGGS: We just rolled this out in Januang ave really did our best to try to
make this user-friendly you know as opposed tofp@ised around our organizational
management. So you do -

VICE CHAIR DENARQO: | think it was a big improvesnt.

MS. BRIGGS: Thank you, thank you. So we didimé& you know expert
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marketers, but we really did try to do our besh.w#& do cover the research that we're currently
doing and we also have resources for technologgfeathat are intended for people who want to
deploy ITS and getting them directly to all theogges that we have available more easily. So this
is our new website and we're pretty excited aldout i

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Valerie, thank you very much. \¢@ through a lot of
material and with a lot of very good questions aret of discussion. So when | talked about my
TRB speech a month ago Valerie was there and yall tbat | talked about committee's view of
JPO's role within the ecosystem that is ITS and wieshad - what | characterized as our view.
And I'm looking to an extended - as Bob Denaraame | have discussed this on many occasions, is
that JPO should be in a leadership role withinTi&community but in my phrase not oppressively
S0, not with their boot on your - on somebody's«kneso I'd be interested if you feel you - and I'l
turn to Rob and you and anyone else whether yoeasth or that you would reasonably
characterize as a leadership role and how the ctbeanfieels about that as well.

MS. BRIGGS: I think it would be self-serving fime to try to answer that. I'll turn
that over to Rob to see what he would say, butdlevbe interested in you know your experiences
with your community. Do you think we're in a leegtep role?

DR. BERTINI: I mean | personally also it would belf-serving to talk about this,
but I think you know the history of the prograneri has been an evolution that perhaps a lot of
people including myself until | arrived in the skdbat I'm in right now, that | didn't fully
understand because I, like many of you, | thinktebught of the USDOT's ITS program as really
focused on deployment and you know, technolog@&tswie already know are out there in some

cases that just need to be, you know, that arasiércture-based technologies. So for me | think
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the legislative history, the casting of the ITS J&Ca research organization in safety loop which is
distinct and different from the previous two piecétegislation. | wasn't - that had not sunkan t
me from my perspective from the outside. So IKlgiven that reality, | mean I think we've done a
lot in the last few years to communicate that,daéry clear about what our goals are. | think
we've tried to have a sense of humor about ityiyxatknow, that we are doing a lot and that we are
you know, that we have lots of priorities. Andaowd say that the program has been strengthened
through the incredible competence of Shelley Rowvtha whole team, every single federal staff
member, every single contract staff member. fi'maredibly talented team who work very hard
and very collaboratively and very rarely does stimgtget taken off one of their plates. So very
often we are adding things to their plates and mewee in my experience has any of them said no.
Usually it's ah, yes, but you know, so I think fréme internal perspective | think those are some
facts. |think also the - as Jim was saying, mdkibespirit of cooperation and collaboration | thin
has also reached a new level which I think is drieeingredients of leadership. So the fact that
we are more open to communicating and collaboratimthsharing information, being more
transparent, establishing a vision, communicatiad) ¥ision. So | believe we have a strategic plan,
we have a place we want to get to. | think we'rérack and | think in the last couple of years our
leadership position has gone up. But like Valsaigl, we'd like to hear your.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Let me just turn to Bob becaus#bBas been talking - he and
| have been talking almost from day one abouteahdérship of the federal folks. Do you - is there
something you'd like to throw into the pot?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Sure, but I'd like to hear ativalerie says first.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay.
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MS. BRIGGS: We are professional project manag@re are not the comp techies
out there or - we hire those people. And so | daaly that the focus of the staff is on executiag t
research program, working with our stakeholdersyandknow, you don't see us leading a lot of
TRB committees or you know, trying to be in thosdssof leadership roles, but | am very
interested in knowing what we can do to advanceititiustry, and if there are leadership roles that
we could or should be taking that help the induattyance more so than leadership in - leadership
in broad terms. You know, trying to be the vergtliep technical person in one field or something
like that, so.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Bob?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Let me see if | can say thwghout rambling. This might
be difficult, but as I've been - | think this haseh a great discussion and very valuable. Yes, the
leadership question really came up in our 2008 meimdact, | copied it out of there last night.
The committee noted the importance of USDOT aa@elein the transportation scene and ITS in
particular. That is not to say the USDOT or th8 UPO needs to dominate the ITS agenda.
Rather, they can play an important role as fatlitaoordinator/shaper of the ITS program,
working together with the partners in the statektae private sector. So that's what we said back
then and | guess what Joe and | are saying isdhisnues to be an issue for us, okay? And in
terms of answering the question of whether | beligau're in a leadership position or not, first of
all I'll say the positive part. | think you've neattemendous progress in two years and | really
congratulate you for that. | mean, the stuff §tat've presented Valerie, the programs and the
things that you're doing are all moving in the tidinection with what | would call leadership so |

think that's great. Now, the bad news. | doirtklyou're there. And looking back at Don's
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comment, I'm not sure you can get there, okay? IAmdoing to apply a little bit of a, you know,

in the private industry, what we do in busine$siou want to get something done, if we want to
accelerate ITS, we want to save all these livessarfdrth, what you do is you put one person in
charge and you say you're the CEO of this thingyati/e got to set the goals and spend this much
time and either you get it done or we'll find sowdpwho can. You can't do that here, you know.
We can't tell Valerie that within 18 months we né&@dstates up and running and doing this. You
know, she has no control of that goal and thatabivje and so that's a difficult thing.

DR. BERTINI: Similar with high-speed rail | mighdd. | mean, if we want high-
speed rail you know there isn't a CEO for high-dped.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, and so what has the govment done in a lot of
instances? You know, we have this concept cdfledzar of whatever, okay? We can't figure out
how to get it done through our normal organizatemsve create the czar guy who - and what does
the czar guy have? Two things which | think yatklaOne is authority, you can't do it without
authority, and the second thing is resources amdirig. It is not hard for you to get the stategdo
deploy a whole bunch of stuff, it only takes monéyl. you have to do is show up with money and
say we're going to fund half of what you do ancelsawvhat we think that ought to be, and guess
what, it's going to happen. So | mean that's thetigality part of it | think. So my conclusiooly
know coming back to that is that you know barring tact that we do see a substantial change, and
maybe we need to consider that as a committeeveWlahced around this funding issue and maybe
we need to figure out the words we want to sayethed respond that way, but barring you know
near-term changes and that, then | go back to atwas saying. You know, at the end of the

day you've got to focus, you've got to - we'vetgaiet something done that's going to contribute,
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but that's manageable within 17 people for cryingloud. | mean, when I think about the agenda
we're trying to set here and accomplishments,'t sae an organization any fewer than 200 people
who could do this. And | mean, with 17 people god know, you just said it, Rob. We go to each
person, we put something else on their plate, ymwk we have the danger that we're going to have
a lot of really smart and capable people dabblngo many different things and not really making
progress in a few things. And so | don't haverawer, but I'm starting to get a lot more clarity o
the problem, let's put it that way.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, Adam, please.

DR. DROBOT: So I think I would have two thingsday. | don't have as long a
history as you have with ITS, but | can tell youhe last two years the visibility of the prograsn i
higher than I've ever seen it before. The vigipdif the program and you know | would say that the
team really deserves kudos because it has trdationld say with industry, it has traction with the
Secretary, and | think that that is in fact a mestdtion of leadership that that has happened. So
mean on that one very, very high grades. In t&ingetting from here to there | have a little
different view than Robert does and that is thesiesearch organization, and the success isn't
whether they do the deployment, it is whether tayse other people to put up their resources and
get traction. And again, | see them on a tradotthat and I'll give you sort of a statistic from
another agency that's in a similar business and tiveg call themselves. That is when you look at
a place like DARPA as an applied 6-2 research azgton their job is to get across the valley of
death because most technology dies and nevereg@tsydd. And the way you do that is you
engage stakeholders. And I've got to say I've,seenknow, witness the statement from Jim, very

good cooperation with stakeholders. | actuallgkhhis is going in the right direction. I'll tglbu,
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when | look at a DARPA program manager, an aveoagemanages $50 million. Seventeen

people times $50 million. You're in the ballpaskay? So | don't worry that much about it. What

| do worry about is that there is enough for thegnity and in most research organizations there
is something called proposal pressure. In othedsygeople want to do things, they show up at
your doorstep. | think you've got to document thaly want to do things because one of the best
cases you have to lift your budget, get those ressuis to actually demonstrate you're getting the
proposal pressure, it's meaningful things, you leasaduates them, you don't have enough resources
to deal with it, okay? And that's how you knowttha area actually warrants an investment. And
again, | think I'm sort of seeing the proposal pues sort of in spades at this point. So | think

things are, maybe, glass is half full, but I thit&k heading in the right direction. And I think this

outreach | think is very positive. Mind you, ygeu do have to focus and show some real things.

BREAK

SUBCOMMITTEE BREAKOUT MEETINGSAND LUNCH

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So let me again thank Valerieifoeffect facilitating a very
useful discussion. Thanks. So we'll go on break nBefore we do that let me just say a few
words about the three subcommittees. | guessveee'll all be in this room so we ought to find a
corner for each of the three subcommittees so i itderfere with each other. | need to be near
the phone because Ann Flemer who is in fact theroha of the subcommittee that I'm on is going
to be calling in so I'll sort of grab this parttbé room and hopefully we can stay out of eachristhe
way. So just to review who should be going to eexchunderstand this. On technology and

communications Peter Sweatman is the chair, Bolaenill participate in that and Walt - is he
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still among us? - I'm suggesting participate int #iang with Rob Bertini. In the case of standards
and harmonization Jim Vondale chairs. Adam, |y@adin that group. You're actually in both
groups, technology communications and standardizaind perhaps you might want to be the free
safety and float back and forth to a certain ext&un and Scott and Steve Sill should also go to
those - I'm suggesting go to those groups. Sdbifk you're actually on that subcommittee and
Don just volunteered to be on it, right Don? Ttamdards harmonization subcommittee. And the
final one is program evaluation and strategy. Anthairing that. She'll be on the - she'll belwn
phone. Joe C. and Joe S., me, are on that asRatlr Kissinger, I'm hoping you could perhaps
join us for that and Valerie, if you could be tleeéral presence that would be helpful. Does that
sound reasonable to everybody? | don't know wéugpéns now in terms of all this recording and
record-taking since there are three parallel sesgjoing on and whether someone's going to come
to my door with a subpoena on Monday morning a8@A-rule-breaker.

MR. GLASSCOCK: They're just recording the fudhemittee.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: I'm not going to - I'll stay oaf trouble. So if that's okay with
everybody let's take a break, it's 10 after 108rhaps we can restart around 10:30 with those
subcommittees. That goes till noon. Lunch is cgm here and then the afternoon session is
devoted to report-outs by those subcommittees apngé to at least to some extent we could start to
flesh out some recommendations in each of thess #nat we could go forward with.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Do we have breakout roomstiee other two?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: No, no, no, that's what | saidesybody's in here but
hopefully it's a big enough room where we can sgpagach other. | just need the proximity to the

speaker phone. Okay, we stand adjourned and dhities of those committees could sort of stand
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in a place that will attract your members.
(Whereupon, the foregoing matter went off the@rdat 10:12 a.m. and went back

on the record at 1:05 p.m.)

SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT OUTSPRESENTATIONS

VICE CHAIR DENARO: My job is to facilitate thiseport-out of the breakouts and

| think it's pretty simple, we just go through theo Peter, you want to give it a start?\

TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY SUBCOMMITTEE

DR. SWEATMAN: Thanks, Bob. Sure. And I'm syoel might want to add some
things too. So we had a small but dedicated gamahit was great to have Rob Bertini and Walt
Fehr involved as well. So this is the - | think areginally called this subcommittee the technology
strategy so I'm not sure whether it's called thachnology and communications, but something
like that. So I just want to report out brieflythiree areas: what we want to do as a subcommittee,
some specific recommendations and then some rep4 &ir our subcommittee. And as | said, Bob
also made some notes so he might want to add to it.

So what do we want to do? We want to make $ateour efforts are integrated
rather than independent. | think we've had afloistussion about the fact that we can't just be
doing something like DSRC or V to V or V to | fdrat matter in isolation. All these efforts need to
be integrated with other similar efforts. Our woeeds to be agnostic as to specific solutions: So
and | know that the issue with DSRC comes up pfegtyuently, but we really need to have
frameworks, architectures and so on that arenérignt on specific technologies or solutions. We

want to ensure that the technology is multimoddi&a had some opportunity to talk about this
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today. And I think our overall conclusion was ttie technology really is applicable to all modes.
So we don't see a lot of issues, a lot of barfiera the technological point of view to our overall
goal in ITS of multimodalism, but we're very coma that we need to make sure that happens.
We - something that's being discussed quite a ltitis committee and in between meetings is this
notion of a platform, creating a platform for certapplications. And you know, | think that's been
generally considered to be a good role for the gowent and so on. | think as we discussed it
today we felt that we're working towards a platfdmat we haven't got there yet. That's a goalsthat'
a little bit further out and that | think plays i@ Ipart in some of the recommendations that we're
going to make.

And | think probably most importantly and probathie biggest thing, the thing we
spent the most time talking about was that we teé&atus on data, the data that's being - the
messages that are being transmitted between nsahitees and also - and receivers and stationary
sources and receivers. And there are two key tspmethat. One is data security or we coulditall
management and control of data and the other alegasbrokerage. What is the value chain for
that data, for the end result of these messageg bansmitted? So we thought they were the two
key things that our subcommittee is going to beredted in.

So | guess the other sort of principles that seu$sed as far as specific
recommendations are concerned, and you know wedakour meeting in January in Oakland
about having a summit, a White House summit invg\Aneesh Chopra, and we did discuss that
somewhat enthusiastically. So we'd like to reconuhtbat we do have a summit on transportation
communications and technology, and the key themeea@mmend for that is management and

oversight of devices in communication, so-callegttrelationships. And Walt in particular was
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talking about cryptographic algorithms that areggneral, so they're not only for transportation,
but they're for many, many other applications &edd are many other parts of the federal
government that are interested in this type ofrtetdgy. And the reason we think that this theme
of management and oversight is so important toadoia because it really incentivizes the
platform. Our goal is to have a useful platforrd ane that many developers are going to
congregate around and we won't have a platfornhwatcan solve this problem of management
and oversight of the - in these trust relationshidsth that summit we also want to draw in broader
sectors, telecommunications, companies such agsattr IBM, Cisco who are already showing a
lot of interest in transportation. So the abitiy us to have a high-profile summit at the White
House with Aneesh Chopra is going to help us tavdinmse sectors in. And we also would like to
involve the insurance sector because many oppbesiriand Bob might want to comment on this
too - that many opportunities for the insurancémetor example, if insurance premiums can be
related to distance traveled, and not only thatddated to the performance of individual drivers.
We also through the summit want to expand our réate auto industry so that we're addressing
all appropriate levels of the auto industry inchglpeople like chief financial officers. And wesal
want to involve outfits such as OnStar, INRIX ands. And also one of our objectives for this
forum will be to - or summit will be to use the DSRpectrum for the purposes that it's really well-
suited to sooner rather than later.

So the - the next steps for the subcommittee.d/ewe had a draft charge for our
subcommittee and we got unfortunately a couplé®htore interesting members of our
subcommittee were unable to be involved in theudision today, and Adam's one and Robin Chase

also. So but we did have some written comments them and we really tried to take those into
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account. But we will revise the charge that we thadted and expand that. We want to add some
more members for sectoral coverage and we want to telate that to - assuming we're going to
go forward with a summit, we want to involve thesklitional sectors. We'd like to get some
membership from those sectors on this subcommittée would intend to put together a white
paper in preparation for the summit and once wadres that to then engage Aneesh Chopra as the
co-chair of the subcommittee and move forward g@oize a summit which we would anticipate
would take place in the fall. So we would wantitoit this calendar year. So | guess in a nutshell
there are the notes that | had. Bob, did you waatd to that?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes, I'll add a couple of @hpoints on this. We talked
about a strong focus and Walt presented a casehfpthis whole management and oversight
function really - he needed help because - anislk th'm putting words in your mouth so correct
me if I'm wrong, but | think there's two directionisthat. One is that to put together the techoylo
that can handle the encryption of authenticatiost, doesn't need to be reinvented. There are other
industries who are doing that well like banking andorth. So the first thing is to make sure we
leverage off what's already been done, not reinwbeels there. But secondly with the broader
participation of other constituents is to hopefualitgate as much standardization as possible. And
one example we talked about is there's going ®rred for this kind of thing with the entire
electronic vehicle emergence and it's innovatiahtamgs that are going to have to be
communicated and so forth. It would be a realgséyvto have there be two separate solutions for
these two areas. So that's something where ve@llg fooking to this summit with the other
stakeholders at the table of being able to convenge solution potentially. And then a few other

things and we're starting to talk about what ocomemendations might be. You mentioned a few,
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Peter. A couple other notes | had was we discubsedeed to find an early use of DSRC and Rob
put it so we don't lose it, you know. The truedfés from V to V or V to | are going to take a tpn
time to realize the benefit, and we need a waetsigt through the legislative changes that will
happen over those years. And | gave the exangoie riny early career in the GPS office where the
head of the GPS program took a look at GPS andtsaithing doesn't have a prayer of surviving
12 or 15 years or whatever it's going to take tafi¢he satellites up. There's just - someonagl
the way is going to kill this thing. So what thaig is they went out and they found a program and
namely it was the Trident Missile Test Program emalvinced them to use this as a tracking system
for the ICBMs as they tested them and therefagetia 1-1 priority and it just sailed through every
review it ever got. And in fact they labeled tmtire system a weapon delivery system. We had a
placard above the door when we walked in to woidk thee purpose of this program is to drop four
bombs in one hole and don't forget it. Who todhargkts about GPS as a weapon delivery system,
you know? But it worked, you know. Survived thgbu And it was canceled once by the way, |
remember the day, and it got cut in the budgettlaga of course got brought back on. So anyway,
that analogy means we need - and | don't thinkggmDoD is necessarily the way to go here, but
we do need to find some early adopters who wilpkes thing alive.

We talked about - Robin had mentioned the M tmtdrnet you know machine-to-
machine internet of things talking to each othat te're really part of that, our things happen to
move, our cars and vehicles and buses and pedediiathat matter. So tying into that community
probably makes sense. And then in the multimgadal, already mentioned that, but we talked very
sensibly, truck, bus, motorcycle, pedestriangunsis to me like JPO is going definitely in that

direction and we just need - | think maybe we mpgltvide additional emphasis to that in some
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recommendations. So, Bob or Walt, did | miss angth

MR. FEHR: 1think you got the gist of it.

DR. BERTINI: I think the one thing Peter didsety about sort of the IBM, Cisco,
Microsoft was the smart city notion.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes, smart city. Let me jumhphasize one more time
too. You know, again, in terms of our bandwidtd &ow much time we've got to work on it, it's
clear to me that this White House opportunity igdault's not because of our visibility, it's besau
it has the potential for drawing senior people ajanorganizations be it IBM, be it Ford and you
know, wherever the telecom, getting them to thietalBnd you know, it's maybe a dream, but if
we could really influence people at that level vilawe the ability to go back to their companies and
make change, you know, really implement changegahon board, if that should happen that
would be a major, major accomplishment and esdahdianent of our success moving forward. So
| think for this subcommittee to put a lot of foaus getting that summit meeting right is goingé b
very important.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: You made a good point. AbsolutelVe had talked about
possibly having Chopra at this meeting but whatalt happened?

DR. BERTINI: To be honest | pitched it to Peded he - he feels that we have a
limited number of chances during a year to ask Anéer something and he was recently at the
Volpe Center. | think you were there, Joe, forftiréeth anniversary. And we invited him to
assign some staff to participate in this meetifrg.going to be meeting with him tomorrow on the
wireless broadband topic and so I'm going to @lkit and his staff about this, about getting

probably someone on his staff to participate imiet subcommittee meeting and kind of tee up a
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straw proposal that this committee approves o$tich a summit. And I think there - we were
discussing in the subcommittee conversation tlesetivas a - there were two similar summits -

COURT REPORTER: I'm sorry.

DR. BERTINI: There were two similar summits, ae&ated to healthcare and one
related to emergency responders and broadbandl|l gad the agendas for those and we can use
those as a template. s it still buzzing?

COURT REPORTER: No.

DR. SWEATMAN: So Joe, | guess one question we kif had was we want to
add some more members to our subcommittee. ks gherocess that we need to follow to do that?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: As it's been explained to metembers of the subcommittee
don't have to be members of the parent commie@eunless | misunderstand it's something you
can pretty well do unilaterally.

MR. GLASSCOCK: Yes, as far as | know. But | ggiéor the - | think the question
from the subcommittee was to the overall commitbest least discuss for a bit the process for that.
We talked about different models where you couidgoin experts for, you know, for meetings or
for presentations, by phone, without officially nmakthem members, just to get to know them a bit
and then probably bring membership nominationkémtverall committee.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So let me be sure | track muchvbit was said. The only
specific recommendation | heard or something thalccbe translated into a piece of advice was to
do this White House summit.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, there's several items.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: All right, so help me out.
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VICE CHAIR DENARO: Wel'll flesh that out. Weflesh that out and come back
with it.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Oh, okay.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: | mean, the need to find arlg use of this is something,
and somebody else.

DR. BERTINI: Bringing other industries or other

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Bringing other industries in.

DR. BERTINI: Specifically the electronic vehicle

VICE CHAIR DENARQO: Integrating with other systemThere are several.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: There's three to five in teer

MR. BELCHER: Peter, I'm happy to help. I've ggationships | think with most
of the groups that you want so | can give you atisome suggestions.

DR. SWEATMAN: Thanks.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: My opinion is that what we @ to do as a subcommittee
is decide where we need help, where we want hélat particular topics do we think we need
some extra help, and then between the committeeoersmand with your help, Scott, identify some
people. And I really like the model Rob mentiofjest a minute ago of - as opposed to making
people permanent members of a subcommittee anddawvene to all these meetings where | don't
really have so much bandwidth to do this kind offstAnd so | would think if we give a very
prescriptive, here's the kind of information we tyaend this person a list of four or five quesdion

have him call in and have a call-in meeting or what and try to flesh it out that way, see if that
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will work. | mean, we've just got to keep thisctable so that we have time to manage it.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So I'm looking at the draft of atiValerie put together as a
straw man for this. So -

MS. BRIGGS: Chris actually put it together.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Oh he did that too?

MS. BRIGGS: He did, yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay. Technology strategy suboattee will explore how
the connected vehicle communications platform coelditilized for the various purposes of ITS,
recommendations to maximize the effectivenesseo¥to V and V to | communications
platforms, advice about future program researahhe&e we hit those points?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: There are elements in thdret as Peter mentioned |
think what we want to do is we want to re-draft thaw extensively and get consensus among the
members of our committee - subcommittee. So w@fie back with a re-drafting. And even the
version that we put together initially needs aofatework so we got some really suggestions from
both Robin and Adam. And then our discussionswigahhad yesterday, today, you know, there's
just a lot more to think about there.

DR. SWEATMAN: | think a big part of that is we'got a little way to go before
we have a platform. You know, this kind of talkelwe have a platform. There will be some
changes to it.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So is that an opinion? I'm laadifor something concrete. Is
that an opinion that we could advance to JPO sayniye making progress, you don't have a

platform, you ought to get one?
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DR. SWEATMAN: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: People are comfortable with sgythat?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes, | mean we're going tovkdo flesh that out, Joe.
We just -

DR. DROBOT: I'm not completely.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: You're not sure.

DR. DROBOT: I'm not quite sure how you just geeé.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well I'm not either, but you garte in your career.

DR. DROBOT: Several.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: | presume if you don't have oie ynake one, but.

DR. DROBOT: Well, that's the point.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So your concern as you have lmeather topics would be a
matter of resources that you would have to dewotedating such platforms is what I'm hearing.

DR. SWEATMAN: | think what we spent a lot of #ngiscussing this morning was
the fact that this whole issue of developing trakitionships between these communicating devices
is an absolutely key issue to creating a platfoBua.that's why we wanted to focus on that theme for
the summit.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: And engaging these other conmities and constituents,
you know, that will help us flesh out what thattfdem needs to look like.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: | had a question on the DSRC itihes we ought to find a
guote unquote as | heard you say "and early udeS&C." So, don't we have any number of

examples of early uses of DSRC? Isn't that howlevautomatic toll collection, right? So what do
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we need an early use of? We've been using ivafl the place for eight years or however many
years. Can someone help me with early use of DSRC?

DR. SWEATMAN: I think we were talking about a e something that's having
a bigger impact particularly to do with safetynéan, we've identified safety as our key focus and
so how is DSRC going to make an impact on safety.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: I'm sorry, who identified safetg our main focus?

DR. SWEATMAN: Well, I think we spent a lot ohte yesterday talking about -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Is that what this subcommitteentgato say, that safety is the
main focus of the ITS program? Is that what yoatta say?

DR. BERTINI: Wellitis our - as far as DOT.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: I'm just hoping to find out what want to say.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: That sounds more like poliofthe third subcommittee.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, well, we'll get to them.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: As opposed to technology.

MS. BRIGGS: Well another thing related to DSRM #olling is that most of the
toll systems out there don't use 5.9gh DSRC sk tyou're talking about two different things. If
you're talking about finding uses of the 5.9 spautthat's -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: lIt's a spectrum.

MS. BRIGGS: Yes, it's different than what thik agencies use today.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, | guess there's no questiorourse that safety is of vital
importance. I'd be a little nervous if we cameasisaying safety is all that matters becausek thi

there are some other things that matter. I'm aiviggto argue weighing which one is more or less
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important, but there are other outcomes of ITSwebught to keep in mind.

DR. SWEATMAN: Well, I think that's a dilemma vmave. On the one hand to
have focus, clear focus we've put safety front@rder, particularly for V to V and V to |, but the
appeal and | guess the key selling points of lTESvauch broader. You know, it doesn't just address
safety, it addresses lots of other good thingseds 8o that's a dilemma as to how to deal wi#t,th
there's no doubt about it. | think we talked alibat yesterday. We talked around that kind of
issue yesterday. So | don't think this subcommitenaking any grand statements that safety is all
we're interested in, but at least as far as DSRGriserned | don't think we'd say we've utilized
DSRC effectively if we haven't done anything foleta So | guess that's the way I'd put it.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay, that's clear. Good.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: | guess another way to sumizewhere we are as a
subcommittee | would say is that we want to go @k reformulate our charge so we're all on the
same page with what we're trying to do and thadtify some of this ambiguity of what our
responsibility is as the technology subcommittedahat's the first thing. Second thing is we will
come up with a list of four to five or however maegommendations that we'll bring back to the
overall committee for debate and considerationd #irdly, which is maybe the number one, is to
really emphasize and focus on this White House stitormake that a meaningful event that
moves this entire program forward. So | think thaee the three things that we - are unfinished
business that we need to come back.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So is it fair - when we talkedaoaib this in Oakland, the sense
around the table was this would be a very goodjttordo but we're nowhere near ready. So I'm

hearing a much more positive perspective cominigaup that we are ready and we ought to start
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working toward making it happen. We get exactlg bite at that apple, that's almost certain, so is
the sense that we are now ready to begin rolliagaht?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, | wouldn't say we'ready for the meeting.

DR. BERTINI: Ready to shape a white paper deadt an outline of a straw.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: We're firmly committed to dug that.

DR. DROBOT: I'd say there's a precursors befotere ready.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: See what it looks like befanee get there.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: That's important because eightkgeago in Oakland nobody
felt we were ready.

DR. DROBOT: I don't think anything has changed.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay. Okay good, this is verygdial.

DR. SWEATMAN: But I think it's the case that Wwave an opportunity this year
with Aneesh Chopra, we'd like to take that oppatyusnd give it our best shot basically.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Absolutely.

DR. SWEATMAN: So we know we've got a lot of wddkdo.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: We're not ready in terms @\mng to define what the
meeting is, its outcomes, desired outcomes, afa$o My personal opinion is that I'm a hundred
percent committed to saying that it's somethingeagoing to do and we'll figure it out. We'll get
there.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Good, excellent. | seem to bayplg two roles here,
moderator and -

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Oh, that's right. Okay. Alght. So we have to go to
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second subcommittee. How about standards and haation.

STANDARDSAND HARMONIZATION SUBCOMMITTEE

MR. VONDALE: 1think Scott's going to give theqaluct for us, or at least start it
out.

MR. BELCHER: Okay. This is going to be quidk/e actually have a fair amount
of slides but we're going to slide through it qlickThe people who are on the committee from the
program advisory are the folks you see there. ®aieady begun to recruit advisors, ex officio
advisors, whatever the appropriate word is, weteuiting them. And you can see Dick Schnacke
who's the technical advisory committee chair for2@2, Steve Sill who's the resident expert,
Bernd Gottselig - did | say it right?

MR. VONDALE: Gottselig.

MR. BELCHER: Works with Jim in Europe and hdseg role there.

MR. VONDALE: It's actually Bernd, B-E-R-N-D.

MR. BELCHER: N-D, okay. So we've done veryditso far. We shared some
presentations. We had a conference call where &stikacke explained ISO TC-204 and we're
going to touch on that slightly for backgroundtiee group. There was an initial call of OICA that
brought the different standards-setting bodiesthmgehat Jim participated and Steve both
participated in that made clear that the regiopdids all want harmonization in their own way. Is
that fair?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: What's OICA?

MR. VONDALE: OICA is the association of assomas, the Alliance and other

automobile associations globally belong to a glalsabciation called OICA. It's a good
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representative of the automotive industry becausstwhat we're looking for, global auto
representation, that OICA. And Bernd works forane he's the chair of the technical committee
of OICA and he also is - participates regularlyhat WP-29 meetings. OICA is a participant in
WP-29 so it's an organization that's very famiN@gh harmonization.

MR. BELCHER: Steve, you want to touch on thides?

MR. SILL: Sure. Yes. Sorry, but thanks fortopgt my attention. This is just kind
of a one-slide briefing | actually did for anotlperrpose showing what USDOT is doing. We do
indeed intend to publish shortly an ITS standandgegyic plan that will cover a lot more detall
about what we plan to do going forward. We put eyoon the table to facilitate standards
development. We do not pay everyone involved hesitly except in the rarest of circumstances.
We generally provide the funds to facilitate thenagement and maybe the technical editor of a
working group that's primarily composed of volumset® develop a standard via the processes of a
given standards development organization. Wedast publish our own standards, although there
are certain conditions under which we could if weedathe case it was necessary.

Why do we care about harmonization? A coupleally simple reasons. If you
use the same hardware and the same software ivgbiate for multiple markets it will lower the
cost of building the vehicle, it will also increabe breadth of your supply base thus lowering the
cost of the components to go into it, and ultimaifelve are talking about safety and saving a
substantial number of lives, the sooner you dottiebetter, and even if you only accelerate things
by a few weeks or a few months you're making aysetbstantial impact. Further, there's not a
whole lot - there's more work to be done in botiht®logy and applications development than

there are people to do it and rather than us ameaee else working on applications to do just
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about the same thing it would be much better ibm@ded such duplication and tried to be efficient
about how we all go forward since many of our iet¢s and goals are very similar with those
outside the U.S.

What are the next things on our horizon? We exge architecture later this year
and from that architecture we expect to extract@iatitize those interfaces where standardization
is important, where federal role is appropriatetandardization and then decide how we're going to
go forward in getting those standards developddg@xtent they need to be developed or seeking
to adapt something else that's out there to theneitls available. We are still thinking aboutvho
to efficiently engage the community beyond whdtsaaly being done in the systems engineering
program in helping us manage that prioritizatiomcpss in such a way that it actually gets done
what we need it to get done and fully reflects gore's interests. We will continue the DSRC
standards development and -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Could you go back just a secor&t?when you say continue
DSRC standards development, you mean the 5.9 DSRC?

MR. SILL: For our purposes, yes. However, tlamdards we are developing are
not necessarily only usable for that purpose. IBEEand 1609 series and the SAJ-2735 message
said these are fundamental standards for commiomcatross that wireless lane. The message set,
however, could be used for any - almost any -l&ively independent. Harmonization essentially
from our perspective is we will advocate it andsupit when it's in the public interest to do so.
Next slide, please.

We do have an EU-US agreement on standards aadevgoceeding forward with

this. I'm not going to read the whole thing, Bytiu notice the things in red that were underljned
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why are we doing it? Support and accelerate depdoy of cooperative systems, global
interoperability, avoid redundant standards andasieitem is that we do welcome the participation
of others. And USDOT also now has a high levetagrent with Japan that does cover standards
but we do not yet have a detailed level agreenitanthis one with the Japanese.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Can | ask the proverbial saiguestion? What's the
difference between harmonization and standardizati@r was it harmonization of standards?

MR. SILL: To make them sufficiently similar. n8l you can - there are many -
there's actually - | was looking at an email threadier today about folks arguing exactly what tha
definition should be for our purposes. To makenlisafficiently similar or identical for it to be
beneficial. If you - let me offer an example.ydur communication standards, say the three I just
mentioned, and some other set of standards thahyght use in the European Union are
sufficiently similar for you to purchase the exsame hardware then you would consider those
standards to be harmonized. They may not be @#nliut they're sufficiently common to allow
you to benefit substantially.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: But they're two standards lilegwith the same subject?

MR. SILL: Conceivably. Now, the ideal case ofitse is where you simply agree
upon a single standard, but in many cases we skEmthat happening. In some cases there are legal
reasons that preclude it. If you look at the EasspUnion privacy protections in general and the
specific laws of many of the member states and enenfhose with the United States you will see
that some applications will just never be abledadentical because some of the information that
we might preclude you from transmitting in Eurojee ynight be required to transmit and the

converse. So you would seek to harmonize as bastquld, but you'd never get to an identical.
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MR. VONDALE: 1look at it very simply and say®#ord builds a vehicle in the
United States and if it connects to vehicles, edintd vehicles in the United States I'd like to be
able to take that vehicle over to Europe or ovékdia-Pacific and have it be able to talk to vedscl
without making significant changes.

DR. DROBOT: So if you're at 5.9 and somebodys Zthey want them to migrate
to the same spot.

MR. SILL: But even if you're close, Europeans elose. If you get there, you turn
the car on a and GPS locates itself, it's sayi@y,akis is the channel allocation, the spectraare
close together that the physical antennas areigdéand I'm going to behave as | am in Germany
or as | am in Canada or wherever it might be. Iigea

MR. BELCHER: We can see now that we've addedeSteour committee and
thank you Rob for thinking of that. We appreciateAnd Steve will continue to be our technical
resource because | think the rest of us are atitlhigher level.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: I'm trying to understand whichtie subset and which is the
super-set. So if someone - is the high-level definharmonization and the lower level is
standards, or is standards the high-level orgaoizand harmonization exists at the lower level? |
think it's the latter.

DR. DROBOT: Harmonization usually involves a finigher level of players.
Almost always.

MR. SILL: My gut reaction was to give an engineanswer and say it depends,
but.

MR. KISSINGER: If we're going to set standardetharmony. So the idea is you
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want to harmonize the standards with what the azgaans are saying. And if it could be
standardized then that would be perfect.

MR. SILL: Again, the ideal case is you reallyeddo come to a single standard. |
mean, the most fundamental lack of harmonizatidnghway transport we have is that there are
several countries that have chosen to drive owtbag side of the road and that is a fundamental
standardization issue that the opportunity has bassed. | suspect a lot of money would have
been saved if someone had gotten that right teigtifine.

DR. SWEATMAN: Which side are you talking about?

MR. SILL: Notice how | chose not to answer tpatt of the question, Peter.

MR. BELCHER: Let me proceed. As | mentionediegrwe only feel like we've
just begun. We've had a fairly in-depth briefimgl8O TC-204 which is just one standard-setting
body. There are other standard-setting bodieshwifterent parts of this community and this
ecosystem engage in. APTA produces standardsafit, there are commercial vehicles
standards. The whole area of connected vehicleatds is not really part of TC-204. I'm going to
just touch on a couple of background pieces on I€&hd some observations that have come out
of that group because those observations arewalid broadly, and then I'll leave it with a couple
of observations that we have for the committeeadlyeas we go forward.

So ISO is kind of the largest international stadesetting body and you can see
there are an awful lot of people who participateé and it's where most of the standard-setting
organizations funnel up through to create inteona standards. The United States participates in
ISO through ANSI which is the American nationahstard-setting body. It sets up a U.S. TAG,

Technical Advisory Group, that's chaired by Dick&acke for TC-204 from TransCore. He works
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very closely with Steve and TC-204 which is the FitBe committee that deals with ITS standards
or the majority of ITS standards is also chaire@dihyAmerican, Mike Noblett from IBM.

So again, TC-204 deals with most of the aredddigh on ITS standards
multimodally and the one excluded place is in-viehtiansportation information control systems
which is in another ISO group, TC-22. This is &eotthat we're going to explore further. It's an
international standard-setting body so you haveqggaeiting members which are countries and they
each have a vote. And the key thing to take away this at least for me because | think of things
in political terms is if you count the number o tB5 participating members, 12 or 13 of them are
from Europe. TC-204 liaises with all of the relevather standard-setting bodies. CEN which is
the European standard body, ETSI, also a Europgaadasd-setting body and APEC. And then
also the other important groups like SAE, IEEE #ratsetting automobile standards kind of funnel
up through it and they liaise with.

So just to give you a scope of TC-204 here arembrking groups. And you can see
that they are - it is pretty broad. It's, you kndee collection, architecture, commercial vehicles
public transport. And working group 15, workinggp 18, are those kind of the two most active
right now, Steve?

MR. SILL: Well, for - we pay attention to all ¢iem. Our primary interest is in
working group 16 and working group 18. The workgngup 18 is trying to be the entity that's
overseeing the cooperation between working grougnténon-ISO organizations such as CEN and
they're trying to be the overall cooperative syst@morking group, with the specific - the detailed
standards being developed in 16.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: | saw some numbers missinghare with all those
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subgroups and working groups.

MR. BELCHER: Yes, that are not active anymdx® longer active, yes. Steve
went through this from the DOT perspective. |khinyou step back from a private sector's
perspective standards are important because tlogy, als Jim said, him to produce products that
work not only in the United States but in Europd aat have to produce differentiated products. It
allows you to compete more broadly globally, didksvn prices, create access to different markets.
And hopefully the more people engaged, the morecgousave. It's important for connected
vehicles for a number of reasons and again, r&altly a competitive to avoid redundant standards
to get to a common look and feel and to allow fmrsistent future development.

So this is all kind of background because | thiilat's at stake here is from a
historical perspective standards are a differengdactor, standards are a competitive factor
between regions of the country. And we're nowspace where we want to talk about
harmonization and harmonization is great, it jugiehds what you're harmonizing on and what
you're harmonizing to. And so saying we want taorfanize, we have a lot of history that we've got
to undo | think is probably the fairest way to geeAnd we can talk about it a little bit. These
observations that I'm going to walk through regliyckly are Dick Schnacke's observations, U.S.
TAG chair to TC-204 in working in ISO. So these apecific to ISO but generally there may be
some value in some of the other areas. ITS isitapband it's becoming increasingly important.
We've seen that you know, we talked about thaieeatl think everybody sees the benefits of
harmonization but you do have groups that wanotdrol it to their end and to their
competitiveness end, partly because they wantsiqo their industry, partly because it's pride,

partly because they're investing the resourcesgreldre lots of reasons for it.
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VICE CHAIR DENARO: So that's to say they stilhmat a standard but they just
want to dictate what it is, is that right?

MR. BELCHER: They want their standard, yes.

MR. VONDALE: They're all for harmonization asipas everybody harmonizes to
their standard.

MR. BELCHER: As Steve mentioned there have lseene MOUSs that have been
established to lead to greater harmonization. dmRITA - | mean, everybody is talking a very - a
good game, but Dick's analysis, and these are #j@r megional standard-setting groups, CEN
which is Europe seems to be willing to cooperatewaork well. Steve, is that fair? They're
generally cooperative?

MR. SILL: They are more cooperative than some.

MR. BELCHER: Okay, and they're more cooperatingn ETSI. ETSI is a
European group that really does want to continueséostandards as a differentiator.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: What's the difference betwe@BN and ETSI?

MR. BELCHER: Steve?

MR. SILL: These are both independent Europeamdsirdization organizations. In
the EC there was a mandate issued to developahéastls required - I'm trying to get the exact
terminology - the minimum standards required tda@epooperative systems, which is their V to V
and V to | terminology. They invited the three &uean standardization organizations to come do
this and of course get paid to do so. Of the {iCeaelec chose not to participate, CEN and ETSI
did. CEN is Centre de - it's a French name tHésEuropean standardization organization to

paraphrase and translate. They operate mostlg likaditional SDO. ETSI, European
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Telecommunications Standardization Institute, thamary claim to fame is they're the home to
GSM and they operate under their own set of rul@siwamong other things give members votes
based on the size of their dues contribution,'s@iite dollar, one vote, and the size of your
contribution is dependent upon a proportion ofatkapany's revenue from telecom or in the case
of a member state the size of the GDP. Needlessytave're not pursuing a membership because
regardless of the trend it would make our membprfga the largest there. Further, if a standard
they have developed is intended to be mandatedsatite European Union and go through the EM
process, even if you pay your membership dues sigtasre a member state you don't get to vote
on it. So they - what they have shown is theydmrelop standards more quickly than others, but
their process is not terribly open or inclusivéney've also shown themselves to be quite good at -
they're also quite good at developing test spatifins and executing testing for you.

MR. BELCHER: Thanks. The other thing that'sckat changed recently is the
European Union has passed a mandate called M4%B3 whessentially driving ITS standards
within the next 3-year period of which a year hasaaly passed. And so at least the observation
from Dick is that what we're hearing now is a gah to expedite the - to expedite the standard-
setting process that has become maybe an excasguich not to cooperate or collaborate in the
way that ISO typically works. Is that fair, Steve?

MR. SILL: There are parties who are using theedale requirement as a basis to
argue against harmonization, saying let us publiststandards, we'll harmonize in the next
version. There is at least one group of engingbsve actually harmonized something which is
the PSID allocation and they did so in a collabeeatvay between ETSI and IEEE and the lead of

that group will say you can't afford not to harnzenbecause all the additional expertise that came

178



to the table made it go faster and cheaper thanattiginally thought it was. But those above him
who seem to be more interested in posturing andigroag their standards development
organization conveniently seemed to have their@arered when he was speaking. So the
mandate is being used to - | think many peoplesbelthe mandate is being used to justify
behaviors intended to get what folks want.

MR. BELCHER: So again, this is Dick's slidethink there's a lot of useful topics
here, but you know, what happens in the Europeaords that they tend to do all their dirty work
and their negotiations behind the screen and coraainified fashion to the table because of how
important this is. And the government puts adanount of money and resources and support into
this, much more than the JPO has the ability aactithority to do. And being typically American
we don't necessarily collaborate the way that wghbto going into these things. So | think from
Dick's perspective it would be useful to have Aremipositions, even though | know the JPO
position is that they're not going to set the stadisl or take positions, it would be useful to have
place to come to consensus, to know what's imppttaat we can't give on, to know what we can
give on, to know what we can trade to accompligigthrather than coming into the meeting and
trying to have it happen in real time and having@un members negotiating against each other
when we're also negotiating against a unified fiarh other regions.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So I'm hearing recommendasidieing formulated there?

MR. BELCHER: There's recommendations in the sbae.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: If you could go back to the ongow go back two. Who's the
"we" in we collectively need to address this quiekl

MR. BELCHER: That's - | think that that's moreddly the U.S. TAG, the U.S.
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government, the stakeholders from the United Staded to address this problem. Again, this is a
slide I've taken from another presentation.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: 1 got it, thank you.

MR. BELCHER: So, here's what our group - andragee only started - we feel
like we have a lot more to go and we feel like gv@'tittle bit premature in starting to frame thing
but I know if we didn't say something we would get hands slapped by Joe and so we wanted to
say something. As | said before, right now it ddtesppear that there's a U.S. champion for the
ability to generate U.S. positions. In other stadesetting areas, and I'm familiar with some, |
know Jim's familiar with some, Adam's familiar wgbme, there is typically a very high-level
senior USDOT or U.S. official who is often the repentative, an ambassador. In ICAO you have
an ambassador to ICAQ, in the telecommunicatiogisaait's somebody from State or from
Commerce, and this is not an area where that steenase appeared or happen, and as a result of
that in many areas it's difficult to have U.S. foss, especially when we're facing other regional
positions. | think we all agree that part of tkikiaving a place where you get parties that care
together to kind of - to facilitate harmonizationmean, there is - even at the international level
there is lots of talk about it, but there's notae for it to happen. Jim and Steve participaieu
call earlier this week and he mentioned OICA, atdAOmay be a place at least on the vehicles
side, but those places don't really seem to ersinge need to find better places for that.

MR. SILL: It's not obvious OICA is - facilitator

MR. VONDALE: Just to give you a concrete examgiarmonization of safety
standards occurs in a couple of places. Thed9%& agreement, a treaty where European

countries and now other countries have joined.atttually established under the United Nations a
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forum to harmonize. There's a '98 agreement #dmhbw allowed the United States to work
globally with other countries in Geneva under thgpéces of the United Nations to do that. We
don't have the time to - 10 years to formulate3Beagreement, get it passed and so on, we don't
have time to do that, but that's a, you know, gleet forum. So we don't have a natural forum to
do this so we have to create one.

MR. BELCHER: The third thing that we saw is &a¢o identify the top issues for
harmonization and that may come out of the platfovife expect many of those will - agreement
on that, | think it will be obvious, but it was @nesting in our conversation, Adam asked Jim, so
what are your top 10 issues that you think we ned@ harmonized on and Jim said well | can tell
you some of them, but we're working on it. So'shidhd of - that's an important issue. And then
the other thing that kind of came - well, so if ygnt those, what are the implications if we don't
harmonize on them? And understanding that hel@3@Shelp figure out what's important and
what's not important. The other thing that we bimour discussions is that there are lots argl lot
of layers of folks that are engaged on these @éiffeissues, and you know, you heard Valerie give
you her laundry list of groups that they interaghwWell, it's a similar laundry list and often
different laundry lists on different topics, an@&t's a one-man shop and he can't liaise with - you
know, so again, this is a priority-setting exerci¥éhen you figure out what's the most important,
what you can give on, then who do you need todiaih and how do you do that. And again,
Adam - I mean, we all know Adam's role in this cottee now. Adam said well, have you been
working with this group, have you been working vitiis group, what about this and we all looked
and do you know this person. Well, you know, amd So but going through these things

methodically I think would be really very beneficia
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And then again, | think a common theme that wi&errd is this is really serious. |
mean, this is serious to our economic positiomé&wvorld, our ability to compete, our ability to
produce product and our committee based on ourcollective unique experiences wonder if
we've got enough resources and attention allo¢atids. Don't know, but we're concerned about
that from our other experiences. So what we'raggtm do going forward, we need to pay some
particular attention to the connected vehicle vigteicle standard-setting space because that was not
really where we started. We need to pay parti@ttention to some of the other modes and how
that facilitates and whether that - whether thaitlin our scope or not and | don't know. We too
need to define our scope. So that's kind of wherare.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: At first | wasn't aware you wese sensitive to me slapping
your wrist. You can take it, I'm sure.

MR. BELCHER: But Adam, I don't know. Jim? St&v

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So I'm hearing that most of theues as | interpreted these
presentations are international harmonization sasepposed to standardization within the U.S.
market. Is that correct?

MR. VONDALE: Harmonization of international stiards.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So we're just fine in the U.S/%e're all agreed on all the
standards?

MR. VONDALE: No, we don't have all the standaadgeed to yet here in the U.S.,
but we're working on our set of standards, theyligking on their set of standards in Europe, and
they're working on a set of standards in Asia-Racind if everybody will end up most likely with

regional standardization. So U.S. will be largggndardized, Europe will be largely standardized
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and so will Asia and then none of the vehicles lallable to work outside of their own region.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: But even within those sectorigdization is incomplete in
Europe and Asia-Pacific and the U.S.

MR. VONDALE: Yes, it's still being worked - maiy these standards are still very
much under development. That's why we need to wovkbecause the farther this goes the more
those are going to get set in the given region.

MR. SILL: In the United States for those thingsich require low latency, very low
latency communications, the DSRC car safety thitngse are not any competing approaches to
standardization. So | don't think we can yet say éveryone's absolutely in agreement, we're
doing everything exactly right, but as of now themmly VHS, there's nobody advocating Beta.
Further, the use of that spectrum, the FCC ord@niieng that spectrum calls out certain standards
and so long as we act to assure that what is aalienh that order is accurate and up-to-date we ca
enforce it, at least in that spectrum.

MR. VONDALE: And not all of this is maliciousSome of it is based on the fact
that there are different let's say priorities ifiedent regions. We can - I'll use the word "gtigrin
the U.S. is more directed towards safety, wheltgagptiorities in some of the other regions are
more towards mobility. And we saw on the screesteyeay that in order to have a priority for
safety and to do it appropriately and robustly gead a dedicated channel devoted to the safety
spectrum, and you need - you can't be having yates going off and checking sports scores and
the weather while it's also waiting to receiveicaitsafety messages, whereas in other countries
they're off checking the weather and doing otheesyof things while they're - because it's more

mobility and it's not safety-critical. And so sowofehese things, it's partly because there may be
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different focus and a different need, but it's img@oat ultimately we think to have when it's alldsali
and done, especially if we're going to benefit framme of the things they're doing in other regions
and they're going to benefit from us to have atspecand standards that are compatible.

DR. DROBOT: Joe, let me step back a little kitduse you have communications
at the physical layer and that is I'm going to aiparticular piece of spectrum, it's dedicated to
something, I've got to make sure that it is. Bhatle extreme. The second which | would say
concerns me more and more is that when you loalcat and you look at the functions in it or any
other vehicle you have a vocabulary of what ihat tyou're communicating with. So let me give
you an example, an identity of the car. Today lpak at a VIN number or something of that sort.
You have to start thinking about the whole lexiobmvhat ends up being in the inventories of all
the databases when you write your software. Tethé same thing. If you don't, stuff doesn't
work. It'll work in one market but not in otherssentially. And the cost associated with that, and
just because you have the wrong language are tdousressentially. Your testing - | mean
everything sort of falls apart if you don't do that

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So is there something specificmaild like to suggest to
JPO that they do that they're not doing?

DR. DROBOT: Well, | mean | have a feeling tHay really need to do one little
piece of homework if | can suggest it, and thaealy come to a thorough understanding of how
the U.S. faces the rest of the world, who's gottlteority for it and where you find a champion
and the appropriate institutions you have to deidl. WwBecause anything that goes abroad either the
trade representative or State or somebody elséhigtesventually touches the process. If you don't

have their attention and you don't have them om gwie it's hard to elevate it to the right levels
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actually. And you know, while deployment may bensoyears off, this is really where you sort of
set the foundations for this rollout. | mean,ihknit's actually pretty important.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well, I don't think anyone's gtiesing that, I'm just trying to
get my arms around what we ought to -

DR. DROBOT: But it's more than a - my feelingng this is more than a one-
person activity.

DR. BERTINI: Steve is a one-man shop, but heslbase visual support. We're
trying to find a way to get more -

DR. DROBOT: But you know, it does take timejaies take budget and it does
take staff to do this.

DR. BERTINI: And I'd say the memorandum of cagien that we have with the
three other governments that's under the umbritleed).S. government, Department of State is
involved with those. | mean, we are not exchanghimggs and those aren't specifically saying that
we're taking a particular position on standardsstandards with the European MOC is really the
first order of business and the data dictionaryyba were alluding to was and is the first task th
the teams have been working on under that umbrella.

DR. DROBOT: It seems to me that in some sengeaprogress with the overall
architecture it becomes obvious as to what starstzdles you have to touch. And you know, it
does start off with that front end, what do | dotlee communications stuff, but it also - | mean, as
you'll discover through the back end of everythihglso has a lot that goes along with it. And it
does because no system operates perfectly andayeud start thinking about how do | recover,

you know, if | have a problem who then do | deahwiThere's a lot of operational experience that
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goes into this. We don't have a system here apgrdts not too early to start thinking about how
all of that will -

DR. BERTINI: It might be worth mentioning -

DR. DROBOT: And owning that.

DR. BERTINI: It might be worth mentioning thas Steve mentioned, the strategic
plans for the standards program is going to besele very, very soon. The cooperation with the
Europeans, again the landscape is really broadf, yau look at specifically what we're doing
we've chosen three specific applications aroundiwta focus on harmonizing standards, two
safety applications and one environmental apptinatiat we're working on anyway, so we're going
to be working through specific applications arowttdch to harmonize standards from which we
believe there are - there will be lessons learhatiill let's say spread out to other applicatioBs
rather than being theoretical and hypotheticalpgbphical for the next 10 years we've chosen to
focus on some very specific things. And you knew,can't do it alone as everyone is agreeing and
| think I've talked with Jim about the fact thabuyknow, we've tried to make it clear that we are
committed to this approach but we can't do itradl ee need other stakeholders, other partners to
also be at the table.

MR. VONDALE: But as we said, a key enabler is itlentification. We know we
can't nor do we need to harmonize everything. YAdmbler is in the first instance identifying and
prioritizing those requirements, those standardsate essential for harmonization in order to have
a speedy and effective and cost-effective impleatsmt.

MR. BELCHER: I think it's also important you kmdo recognize the renewed

importance that USDOT has placed on standardss i tine activity, the resources, the
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coordination within USDOT is - has changed in #me two years and it has been elevated. | mean,
there's an interagency - high-level interagencygithat coordinates on standards, is that right,
Rob?

DR. BERTINI: Is there a high-level?

MR. SILL: Well yes, there is, you know Tim KléinBut they are looking at things
at a much higher level than in the ITS program.

DR. DROBOT: But you know, there is a memo tlahe out again from the White
House from - it's got 25 points and several of theatly deal with standardization and what you do.

DR. BERTINI: Sorry, | thought you were talkingaut high-level like me, but.

MR. BELCHER: Well, there is one of those tooubb among the -

MR. SILL: The departmental standards represeetédr USDOT actually works
for Rob, so. We have - and he and | cooperatdiege

CHAIR SUSSMAN: It sounded to me like about fimenutes ago I'm not sure |
could keep up there - no, replicate your langudgseemed to me that you were saying here's what
we're going to do and here's what we're not gardptbecause we have constraints on how much
we can get done. And I'd be very interested tawkwbether the standards harmonization
subcommittee is comfortable with that JPO postitaybe you could say it again if you recall
what paragraph you were talking about at that pmatsee if there's buy-in to that.

DR. BERTINI: Sure. 1think | was just expregsihe fact that we do have a
strategic plan that we'll share with you. | dén'dw if you've shared the draft with the
subcommittee?

MR. SILL: This draft?
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DR. BERTINI: Yes.

MR. SILL: No.

DR. BERTINI: Okay, so that will be shareable nemtarily with - it would be good
to get your reaction. So | think we laid out iattstrategic plan a strategy to address the fatt th
we're not, you know, that we do have priorities.

MR. SILL: There's something to be said for daanglatively small number of
things well versus a large number of things veiygaand ultimately we have set some priorities to
recognize that even some of the things that ackwhere it's not obvious how we can achieve
success, if the payoffs are large they're stilhgao be pursued.

DR. BERTINI: | guess the other piece of whatdrtioned was just - maybe it
wasn't the right point in the conversation, buthted to mention that in the context of European
cooperation that the standards harmonization dffagan and continued with a data dictionary
effort and then rather than saying we're goingatortonize everything regardless of whether it
needs harmonizing, three specific applicationslib#t parties are working on anyway in parallel
and saying we're going to harmonize the ingredieintisese applications and from that learn -
benefit from that sort of pilot study approach. v8at are the things that come up when you want
to do rear collision warning and intersection sadin avoidance and sustainability approach for
traffic signal timing. And from those we will leaga lot and | think that the components that well b
harmonized to make those applications work wilhvfko other applications as well.

DR. DROBOT: | have a thought that may be sp&iooaybe not. As a citizen at
some point | take a driver's test and get a devieense. And if | look at a typical booklet that

have to study before | get there there's nothimgiald S in the booklet yet. So the challenge, and
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let's say this comes into being. What would hav&bw up in that booklet, what would | have to
know, how would other people have to know so Iftato Europe, get out in the morning, drive on
the wrong side of the road yet safely drive my ekehusing the ITS infrastructure that exists?

MS. BRIGGS: 1 will try to answer that. | wilag that we have not addressed that,
but we know those are the sorts of things that ave lbo address. Right now the focus of the V to
V and V to | program is seeing if it works, you kndesting the basic technology. I think once we
have proven that it does then we go forward wighrttore aggressive plan for tech transfer and that
would - those sorts of things would certainly be p&that plan. But we don't have the ability to
address everything up front and so we have corsgiowade decisions on what will have to come
later. And we fully expect to have to think ahebre about the tech transfer aspects later.

DR. BERTINI: There's also a human factor resetincead here that will deal with
the essentially driver interface issue. So we lvgllearning a lot about that.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So my question is concludithgit with respect to our
guest, we don't know what standards we want andl yeteis that a true statement? | mean we
know some, obviously, but we don't have a defiaitist in terms of 17 standards we're going to
need.

MR. VONDALE: Well, Ford has kind of put togethen outline of its wants, its list.
We submitted that to the rest of the industry fowga would like the rest of you to take Ford's list
and tell us whether you agree with it, disagreé wit We're doing that through CAMP and VIIC
and so that assignment occurred - | made thatrassigt because I'm on the board of the VIIC last
year, late last year, but they're still workingiopnSo -

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So there's a straw man ow@réhat least.
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MR. VONDALE: There is a straw man and hopefuwiy can move in the direction
of getting at least industry consensus on whatr@ressential elements that need to be harmonized.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: And how - is JPO engaged witiat?

MR. SILL: Partially. We also - | mean | thinkty saw our unofficial draft list in
developing your list of course.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So you have a draft list also

MR. SILL: We have our own draft list.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Okay.

MR. SILL: However, we have an agreement withEneopean Commission to
develop this draft list cooperatively to come ughva single draft list.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Do they already have theiaftdist too?

MR. SILL: They do actually and it's public. Atwa large extent we are in
agreement. However, there are a whole bunch eSholthat list because we don't have yet our
North American architecture.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Right, right.

MR. SILL: And until we have those other intedaaefined we don't know what
the other things are. So what the Europeansiuig,did this very nice table of where all these
standards fit into their architecture and then they on there in the next column it said North
America and equivalent and it said Japanese eguivahd there's a whole bunch of holes in the
North American column because we haven't definecahitecture that broadly. So there's a short
list, but it needs to be much longer and as th@métion becomes available we'll make it longer.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Is there something that the JR® d@o to bring that to

190



culmination more quickly, or is it really out of yohands? Getting the column filled in in the
matrix you just described.

MR. SILL: Well, ultimately it's our responsiliiito get the architecture out there,
identify those interfaces appropriate for standatthn and full deployment, prioritize that as |
described earlier. It's our job and | think we knee need to do it as quickly as we reasonably can.
So yes, there's very much something we can do susplect if we don't do it it won't get done.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: You betcha.

DR. BERTINI: | guess one question that came ap higher levels, U.S. presence
or involvement. And | guess one question thatidnave that | don't know the answer to and
maybe we would have to discuss internally, at whdtat would trigger us needing someone from
the State Department to be visible in some forunetzate or to take on a U.S. position? So | think
that is not off the table as far as I'm concerasdar as | understand the process. If that reeed |
identified, | mean I'm assuming as things move &vdnf we need that level - White House level or
State Department level advocacy for something wiveréeel like we're going to miss out or where
our country's industry is going to be harmed insavay. So I'd say that even if we haven't done
that yet it's not to say that we wouldn't in theufa if we needed to and we would - we would take
your input on that as we move forward if therelskhfor that.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Okay. There's goodies behind, so. After Joe presses
any key. Did you get that Any key?

DR. BERTINI: 1think that's in the descriptiohtbe chair's -

VICE CHAIR DENARO: | recommend we take a shadk and we'll come back

and finish with the final committee and then - sahanittee, and then we'll go into the wrap-up. So
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15 minutes.
(Whereupon, the foregoing matter went off the@rdat 2:26 p.m. and went back on

the record at 2:42 p.m.)

PROGRAM EVALUATION AND STRATEGY SUBCOMMITTEE

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So I'd like our last subconttee then to report out. Are
you doing that, Joe?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: No, Peter's going to do that job.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Okay. Does Peter know that?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, he does.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Okay.

MR. KISSINGER: Okay, I'm going to report out ibre program evaluation and
strategy subcommittee which was ably chaired by Flemer who handled that responsibility over
the phone, quite ably | might say. And | think gafe to say that the subcommittee had minimal
activity before today although I do think Joe anthAand Joe the other member, two Joe's, had had
some discussion, exchanged some emails | thinkd&dday, and | joined a few hours ago. The
conversation today was | think greatly assistethbyfact that Joe with some great input from Chris
was working off a discussion document that kinérained the conversation for us and we quickly |
think came to agreement on what | would call theeets, sort of overarching tenets that kind of
framed the rest of the discussion. And these veere, that we were focusing on program
evaluation and not project evaluation. We recaghibhat | believe every project that JPO takes on
they have an evaluation component as part of & hat no reason to doubt their competence in

performing that function so we really were tryingeimphasize the top-level program evaluation
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component. Number two, we most certainly recoghthat resources well beyond what JPO
actually has maybe needed to be effective in sdititeese areas and in fact that may be part of what
we end up including in some our recommendationsd three, we recognized that what we say
may well go beyond the charter of JPO as seentgrot So in that context after some spirited
discussion we identified five declarative statera¢hét | suppose could be interpreted as either
recommendations or mission statements or objediveld?O or the JPO program. And I'm going
to read all five of those to you today and ournhtgas based on input from the full committee that
we would refine these in the future and that inrstances we would comment on them from at
least two perspectives, one basically sort of atuesion of the present and the existing plankéo t
extent that we would enable the full committee ttkexcomments about how well we thought JPO
was doing in the context of these individual eletsdout also to look to the future and possibly
make recommendations with respect to the needltavfthrough in the future and reevaluate or
revisit these. And in that context it may be appade that we would be either helping develop or
recommend the development of specific performarnegics which might be necessary to actually
accomplish these program evaluations. So | wogltess commend your attention as | read all five
of these because we are looking for comments taddybviously we won't be doing any future
work in a vacuum so I'd be happy to share this yotlnat any point in the future.

The first is JPO should work towards instituticinansformation where it is of
value, for example, PPP relationships and fedéasd-eteractions. Number two, JPO should have
a technology strategy that recognizes and levetaghsology development in other sectors such as
defense, telecommunications and so forth. JPOdldewrelop and execute a multimodal ITS

strategy. JPO should work towards an ITS progranhdontributes to a sustainable transportation
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system where the three E's are present: econonwetopenent, environmental protection and social
equity. So, again.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: I think you skipped the first on¥ou gave us four. | don't
think you gave us the very first one.

MR. KISSINGER: Oh, sorry about that.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: The effective environment.

MR. KISSINGER: JPO should provide an effectimgisonment for system
development, investment and deployment by othaspg "others" we kind of mean that in the
broadest possible context. So as | said, in eaelobthose we'd be looking ultimately for
committee buy-in. We would refine those and we ldal@velop more specific comments to flesh
that out so that it would be appropriate for alfre@ort. Do either of the Joe's want to add
anything?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: No, I think you did a nice jobsummarizing what was a
more lengthy and complex meeting than it turnedooupaper. Joe?

MR. CALABRESE: No, I'm fine.

MR. OSTERBERG: Division staff - electronically get some feedback or how?

MR. KISSINGER: Yes, sure. I'm sure our ableichan will be happy to do that.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: | will send it to our able ValerBriggs to do that.

MS. BRIGGS: | can do that, sure.

MR. KISSINGER: All right, well we look forwardtbringing back some
recommendations in a future meeting.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: May I - just one question.rying to absorb the things
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you said. The recommended charter may go beyandutnent charter. Can you flesh that out a
little bit of what you might have in mind?

MR. KISSINGER: Well, | think one aspect of theds that we discussed whether
or not we should be commenting simply on the progitzat specifically deals with JPO or whether
we might broaden it to all of the Department ofnB@ortation. And | think also part of it was just
simply the perception, there may be different patioas within the committee and within the
community as to what the role of JPO is. So whertemment on it it may look a little funny to
some people, but as long as we all agree thenbedibppy.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So we've noted repeatediyttitie JPO is a research
organization and what you're saying is that malbeneeds to be revisited?

MR. KISSINGER: Well, | mean clearly | think tleeseems to be a growing
consensus of this committee that deployment isyairgortant aspect so | think that is sort of the
contrast between strictly a research organizatohsameone that helps facilitate deployment. That
would be a good example of that point.

MR. OSTERBERG: I think that the document we Jasked at, the summary
2010-2014 talks about research and facilitatésink having facilitated, you're already here,ihkh
that's what | heard you say.

MS. BRIGGS: This is the standards program docurse I'll continue passing it
around.

MR. OSTERBERG: So | don't know how substantiwedé/change that here.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, we talked about the notidn @alerie was in a meeting

and we talked about it, that yes, JPO is a resegiganization, but that doesn't mean that it dbesn'
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have some responsibilities for facilitating the @lepment of standards as it is and for aiding in
deployment although that's not research per s¢ol#tve some - those broader responsibilities, at
least that's the view of this subcommittee andpkerthie view ultimately of the whole committee.
The other one | think Peter, we were a little nas/that we might be overstepping our bounds was
the second of those, JPO should work towardsutistital transformation where it is of value, and
one could argue that's a more senior responsitilttyin DOT or even higher than that, but our
sense was it was important enough to give it saoide

MR. OSTERBERG: To that, | think at the risk adrgtsmithing in a forum like this
which would be inappropriate, but even phrases'idk@k toward" that's an objective that you can
never fail at. You can always say you're workimgdrds something.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: We chose it carefully.

MR. OSTERBERG: Yes, | would have chosen fatditenable, something that's a
little more qualitative than working toward. Tis&d' little mealy-mouth for my -

MR. KISSINGER: We understand.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: That's reasonable.

MR. KISSINGER: We got to the point where we ded not to wordsmith these
any further until we got input.

MR. OSTERBERG: Yes, no | appreciate that. Sbingtthe staff worked on,
change "happy" to "glad" and back to "happy" again.

DR. BERTINI: But I think we view ourselves asdesay citizens of the USDOT
and of the larger transportation community andaoknow, through our nudging and encouraging

and | mentioned the bully pulpit that we have winencan talk about these things, when you can
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also talk about these things and push us and pastommunity I think it's appropriate for you to
push us and encourage us to think bigger. Somaifgd'm in favor of that.

MR. OSTERBERG: Well at the risk of kind of a pyshase that I've kind of lived
by professionally is when in charge, take chargkvamen you're not in charge, try to take charge
anyway and they just might let you. This may loase where -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: There's a former Air Force - egzeume, Army colonel
speaking now, so.

DR. BERTINI: But sometimes there is a vacuurmelan we may as well try to fill

MR. OSTERBERG: Amen.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: The other point | have that's thaemphasizing is the
subcommittee says that what the committee shouisl piaogram evaluation and not product
evaluation. And | say it with the full understamglithat in the past we've done a fair amount of
project evaluation, particularly in the first itéca of this committee where we had people marching
before us talking about individual projects andsagl thumbs up, thumbs down, thumbs sideways.
And I think we concluded perhaps we don't wantadhdt anymore given the relatively scarce time
resources of this committee so we want to kind o¥ent up a level. Although our charge from the
Congress says that you are to opine on projectedggour sense is perhaps that's not a particularly
good use of our time. But I'd be interested ireoffeople's views of course.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, | think we want to worrabout success and
acceleration, we've used those words a lot, arsttheed to go well beyond just the research

project.
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CHAIR SUSSMAN: Right.
DR. BERTINI: | was going to say, we plan to douaé to bring to you our

colleagues from other agencies who we have, NHTI®ART A, that we plan to continue that.

SUMMARY AND WRAP UP

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Great. That was very usafuthese two days. |
strongly encourage that, that was great. So seabif this session here let's talk about whatdas
happen now. | don't consider the subcommittee \dorie, | don't think anyone will disagree with
me on that, but what we decided was the subconesitieed to bring at the end of the day
recommendations to the committee which then thenuitiee will use to formulate its overall
recommendations that will be going into the mer8o.the subcommittees continue to work that.
So | think we need to be clear -

(Automated phone message)

VICE CHAIR DENARO: That's why we've got Joe here

MR. VONDALE: Do we need to remain - is there bogy on?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well, I don't think so otherwiigey wouldn't be asking us
that question. You want to just finish it? Go athe

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So, to be clear then, we wHrg subcommittees to bring
a set of recommendations based on their work, powka little fleshed out with how they came up
with those recommendations perhaps. So thatsjeetive. What we need to decide collectively
is when. So we need to set a deadline for ourseli@ open to suggestions.

MR. KISSINGER: Well, | would presume that thatwld be a major agenda item

at the meeting, whenever that is.
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VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes, because by the next nmggtve need to be drafting
the memo.

MR. VONDALE: So is the plan to send out a dadfthese combined
recommendations, let us have a chance to looleat o we come prepared at the next meeting to
finalize?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: That's a good idea.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So you're saying something impottit seems to me, that is,
that we won't have an advice memo to JPO untit Hitenext meeting. Is that what you're saying
or what?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: I'm willing to hear other sggstions, but | don't see how
that's possible, frankly. | can see potentiallyeveh in fact ideally that we would have a draft
memo that we maybe circulated by email that we ctmgether, that's one of our main discussion
topics. But | don't see us having it finalizedoptio the meeting. You know, if anybody disagrees.

MR. KISSINGER: | think that sounds good.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Someone might give some sifridea about
standardized format or harmonized format so th&nwhe reports come in that you conceivably
staple them together as one big report.

MR. KISSINGER: There's three reports | belieke@n the website, on the JPO
website. So - and what you'll learn is that themo standard format. So I think that's wide open
But it's not a bad idea that we do those anywayesoan see the level in what we did.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Oh you mean the three earlieorep

MR. KISSINGER: Correct.
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CHAIR SUSSMAN: Not - | think it was confusing?eople thought you thought
that the subcommittee three reports were on thaiteetind that's not the case.

MR. KISSINGER: No, no, no, | meant the three memSo -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: What Peter's calling for is arf@t of the subcommittees to -
is that right?

MR. KISSINGER: Yes. | mean, | think we mightwsll do our subcommittee
reports in the context of the committee report.if§ou have a suggested format to put that in |
think it'd be helpful at some point. | don't kntvat we need to know today.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: No, I think that's reasonable.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: So the answer is we don't @a/suggested format, but
that is a reasonable suggestion. Let's go backneean, this is somewhat tied into the date ef th
next meeting but | really think we need to set elwes a deadline to deliver these subcommittee
reports. So we're sitting here in the beginniniylafch.

MR. CALABRESE: How about the date of the nexetmg?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, let's defer this dis@ien because we're going to
talk about it at the next session. So let's défedate of the subcommittee reports until we discu
the next meeting and we'll address it in that.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: lt's all -

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: It's hard to separate one fromather. We've now had two
meetings in an 8-week period. I'm just not sum® hmich more - how many more meetings this

committee can tolerate in a relatively short penbtime. People have day jobs of course. So I'm
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just - I'm just not sure what to suggest. Obvipudsling it sooner so we get an advice memo to JPO
is important, but at the same time | don't know hawisive we can be on other people's time
having already met twice this calendar year. @mpen to what people think. | guess I'm
wondering whether we - just to put it on the tabie,wondering if we can't do an iteration that
could be absent face-to-face discussions on tepsets and try to synthesize them into something
that then could be recirculated. Is that attractovanybody? Is it reasonable? Is it achieviflale

do it that way? You know, perhaps ask people e ltlae subcommittee - here are the steps that |
would imagine. We would try to get out kind ofariplate for what subcommittee reports would
look like. We could do that in a week or two. Tilbke subcommittees would submit their reports
perhaps, | don't know, two or three weeks after, thaybe the end of March should be the target
for that. No? Too soon? Okay. What would yaokla more appropriate possibility is?

MR. BELCHER: Maybe the end of April.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes, | agree, end of April.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So the end of April.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: | agree, because especidllya're going to involve
outsiders there's just not going to be time talgah involved.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So the model - again, we're feglour way here - the model
that you're projecting is that substantive work tiedse done before the subcommittees can report as
opposed to we've done the substantive work andweWwave to - now we can tune it to report.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: That can vary by committeeitth know speaking for our
subcommittee | feel we have a lot of work yet to do

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay, that's fair enough. Thka end of March is not
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realistic at all. Is the end of April realistic?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes.

MR. VONDALE: Maybe for an interim report. Ouprmmittee is - the work that's
going on in standards harmonization is going te talany months or even years.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Oh, but the outcome of your cortted isn't the proposed
standards, it's that we're to propose what JP@posed to do vis-a-vis standards.

MR. VONDALE: Even there | think that there'dlsdilot of questions to be
answered. As | said, we can have an interim repavbuldn't view it as a final.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Each of the reports is onlgigg to be as complete as
they can be. So | mean if we collectively feelveed to do more work in there we can always do
that. But again, the end goal is we've got ta@#te point where we're writing a draft memo to
Congress, to JPO and with our recommendationst'sTtha goal.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So the end of April is realistiggott? You shook your head
vigorously when | said the end of March. End ofiAig a reasonable deadline?

MR. BELCHER: | think given - yes. | think werchave something by the end of
April, sure.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And Peter, that's realistic foet-

DR. SWEATMAN: Yes. Ithink so. | mean, | thils far as technology group's
concerned, you know, we've got this summit to tlabkut too and we've got to move pretty fast on
that if we're seriously going to do something ia fhll and I think that's something that this whole
committee needs to buy in on.

DR. BERTINI: So we - | think in the next weektaro we really need to have a
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straw outline.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So is it fair - first of all, lvheard no sentiment whatsoever
for anyone saying that's not a very good - thdbachidea. But let me just take the temperature of
everyone around the table. If that is somethiagwe ought to be urging happen, is that - is
anybody concerned about that? Adam, you ofteni@babout those issues in terms of readiness
and value. So it sounds like there's buy-in ohittea. Is it fair then to delegate to your
subcommittee working perhaps with some help fro@ pBople to flesh out a proposal for what
that actually might be as opposed to we'll me#teaiVhite House which is of course not terribly
attractive. But to have some substance so thalgeould go forward with a proposal that will
pass muster with Peter and everybody else it hags® muster to?

DR. SWEATMAN: Yes. We decided we need to puthéte paper together to
flesh out what this meeting's about, what we'nagyyo achieve.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So is that something that camlbee in a couple of weeks?

DR. SWEATMAN: I think it's - | think the end &flarch would be realistic for that.

DR. BERTINI: |took an action on that to get #igeenda from previous similar
summits, the one on broadband and emergency respadshe one on healthcare, so we can - I'm
going to start addressing that.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: And someplace in this procegs have a discussion with
Aneesh Chopra himself to run it up the flagpolekensure that's what he's thinking also, just give a
line.

DR. BERTINI: Yes. It might have to be at an duaair, | will alert you, but I'm

sure we can arrange that.
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CHAIR SUSSMAN: An odd hour?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Odd hours are?

DR. BERTINI: Nine o'clock at night or whatever.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Oh, we're just getting rollingrahe o'clock at night.

DR. BERTINI: But I think it would be great fooy know to have an outline to
have a conversation. | think that would be - ifwant to do that.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Let me ask a fairly direct questi In some of the earlier
discussions about Chopra | had the impressiorPii@r Appel was controlling that access so he
has to be sold on the idea that we're going thab t

DR. BERTINI: Yes, exactly. |think the concéy's sold on, but I think this - we
will want to present this white paper outline tmhthe team and I, I'm looking to Valerie, probably
Chris, we'll probably talk to him about that nexdek. | think we have a meeting with him on other
topics so we'll.

MR. VONDALE: Do you need anything more from us?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, | think | was about to sathink you could project quite
fairly to Peter that the congressionally mandateddfety loop subcommittee committee believes
strongly that you ought to go ahead with it.

DR. BERTINI: All right, we will do that, and htnk you know, maybe Bob and
Peter, if you have a chance to put a little enagiéther as a bit of impetus that would be greatl S
think we had a very good discussion, a very good -

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes, we did. | think evenday we found a few

dimensions of this meeting that we hadn't thougpteviously. So let us go back and think about
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this a little bit and then get it down on paped #ren we'll all review it.

DR. BERTINI: We'll keep Walt in the loop.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Absolutely. Yes.

DR. BERTINI: We hit on something there that pastty -

DR. SWEATMAN: Is that going to be sufficient, €lnould that be a memo or a
letter from the chair of this committee then recagnaing that?

DR. BERTINI: Or if you want to do it in two pies, you know, simultaneously.
Get us something.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, let's use our bully pulpiteast in Peter Appel to -

DR. BERTINI: Yes, that'd be great.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: - to get this done. So we caardmate on that.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: My attitude is we've got t@dhis meeting right because
we get one shot.

DR. BERTINI: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Exactly.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: But my other attitude is selne going to do it right.
We're not going to fail, we're just going to do it.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So that - so we'll shoot for tdiole package by the end of
March, a letter from the committee together wiflr@posal, the white paper as you called it, and
we'll hopefully get that on Chopra's agenda fort&aper or October, somewhere in that
timeframe. Okay. And so the other - that's ercell So the other deadline is that by the end of

April - actually one before that. In the next tweeks we'll get out a template for subcommittee
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reports so people can have a fill-in-the-boxes kihithing to work from. The end of March, the
white paper. The end of April we'll have the suboattee reports and my view is let's get those in
hand and then we can decide when and where wemeseet. We can see actually what we've got
in hard copy, what the intellectual output of hlsthas been and then we can say okay, we ought to
meet in two or three months' time wherever, as sg@do trying to set that now. That would at
least be my suggestion, but I'm willing to try aradl down a date if people would prefer to get
things on their schedule earlier.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Well, the other step | thimke want in there is that
template in two weeks, the subcommittee reportsoérgbril. |1 think we ought to put a straw man
date down for a draft of our committee - overalheooittee memo that we circulate and review
before we meet. So to that point | would sugdestihave end of April then I'd say mid June-ish
for a draft of the overall memo that we collabodade through email and so forth. And then that
sets us up for a meeting sometime soon after that.

MR. BELCHER: If you've written the memo by thevhat would be the purpose of
another meeting? It seems to me that if you'ragyth have a meeting, the meeting is probably
when you've got the draft reports to report togrmip, get group feedback to then lead into the
memo. If you've done the memo we're done for da,yright?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes, but | mean the thing tisaares me is attempting to
come here and write a memo as a committee. Ohkatys always not been a pleasant experience for
me. So | have - | think we need a draft that et stith and then we're reviewing. So - and you
know what? Practically speaking, what's goingulgromy head too is I'm thinking there's going to

be like four to six of us who are really involvedthis thing because everybody gets real busy and
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so forth. So we're not going to have the opinmirthe entire committee. So I think having this
draft in place but then having as much of thedathmittee as possible will give us a better chance
to really review that and vet it and do things \eedh

CHAIR SUSSMAN: 1 think - let me put words in yoonouth. | think what Scott is
suggesting is that we could do an awful lot ofiagtof the integrated report without meeting face
to face.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: No, I'm agreeing. Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So that perhaps plausibly we dduve an advice memo that
people had signed off on without actually havingthar face-to-face meeting.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Okay, that's possible.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Is that where you were going?

MR. BELCHER: That's what | said but | don't thitis what | meant.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay.

MR. BELCHER: Because as | - if what you werengdio do is to do this all
through the internet and have a meeting aftergpert then | fully agree with what | said. If you
think that there's - if you think that getting ttger is valuable and | think there may be value in
getting together once the committees have drdfieid teports to apprise the rest of the committee
about what's in their reports and how they goh&recommendations because the rest of us won't
have been part of that | think that's where a mgetiould be valuable. | think you could do a one-
day meeting where each subcommittee goes throoghknow, walks the rest of the group through
what their recommendations are and then you gat eapd feedback from the rest of the group, not

to write the report while we're here but to refingo that it is in fact a reflection of the groulp.
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you're going to have a meeting that would be thetimg | would have.

MR. KISSINGER: | agree with that and | thinkhere's a reasonable chance of that
you ought to try and schedule that. Everybody wdndl happy to cancel it, but if you try and
schedule it two months from now you're going toehavhard time doing it quickly.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So | lost where in there the agvwmemo would be officially
submitted to JPO. So where in that trajectorgi®dn't quite follow that part.

MR. BELCHER: The scenario | just described,dbedt reports are due in April.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Right.

MR. BELCHER: They're circulated, there's a nregetn -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: That's the subcommittee report.

MR. BELCHER: The subcommittee reports. Theaeiseeting in May or - yes,
there's a meeting in May in which the subcommittepsrt out to the group here are our findings,
here's how we got there and then refine them basdake input of the group. Then from there
there's a draft committee memo prepared thatslater and vetted through the internet and a final
report delivered in whenever, June, July, howeweg It takes to write that final report.

DR. BERTINI: And there could be a phone meeting.

MR. BELCHER: Sure.

MR. GLASSCOCK: And remember I think the FACA deiines that state that
whatever comes out of the subcommittee has tollyesfudorsed by the entire committee. So it
would have to be presented to the whole committdeagreed to.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So you're saying then that atehd of April subcommittee

reports come out, are distributed to the entirerngtee. No attempt at that point is made to meeld i
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into a final report, but rather we have a faceawefmeeting where you tell me what you don't like
about my report, | tell you what | don't like abgaur report and around we go, and then after that
we then meld it into a final official submission.

MR. BELCHER: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay. What do you think of that?

VICE CHAIR DENARO: That's fine. I'm fine witthat.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well, we could try and make it ko What do people think?
Is that - Peter, you sounded like you were supgodf that.

MR. KISSINGER: No, | agree. | mean I'd only addnean again, if each of the
subcommittees sticks to a standard report thealigtipou know you just staple those three
together, you have an early draft of the letter goow. So. | have a feeling since half the
committee really isn't here -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well, we're going to hear fronms® members whose names |
call -

MR. KISSINGER: | know, but | mean | have a sty@uspicion that you're going to
need another meeting to try and reach consenguspelthat's not the case, but.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well, I hear what you're sayin§o people feel that there will
be something to say by other subcommittees aboait &particular subcommittee has proposed?
That is, we'll come in with our - what is it calldekter? The program strategy -

MR. KISSINGER: Well, | would - with respect taiosubcommittee, yes, in
particular.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So people will have things to send in turn we'll have things
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to say about Peter's and the - Peter Sweatmarododls Well, it's fine with me if people - | was
frankly trying to avoid bunching yet another megtinto a 5-month period. If we in fact do meet in

May that'll be, you know, three meetings in a 2@kvperiod which is pretty intense for this kind of

a process.

MR. KISSINGER: Well push it to June.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Well.

MR. KISSINGER: We're not on any arbitrary deaéli | mean, make it easy on
ourselves.

DR. DROBOT: But I think it's worthwhile once yget the first drafts of the
subcommittee reports to really circulate to thedammittee. And my suggestion is that you have
in the least a series of phone calls or sometHitigab sort to just get a first round of feelingevé
the problems are if there are any and what neeoks teworked before we have a face-to-face.

DR. BERTINI: Yes, | think because everyone inMgusy if you circulate a draft
not everyone's going to read it and digest it amdroent.

DR. DROBOT: Unless you have an event that fotices.

DR. BERTINI: Right, but if there's a phone caliere perhaps the subcommittee
lead does a little 5-minute walk-through, high-lexerbal reminder of what's in there and then you
know we organize a response.

DR. DROBOT: Say it now or keep your peace.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Are we allowed by FACA to do agote meeting without
advertising it in the general register and getBngsident Obama's permission or whatever you have

to do?
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MR. GLASSCOCK: No. It can't be open to the jputdo.
DR. DROBOT: Can a subcommittee?
MR. GLASSCOCK: Yes.
DR. DROBOT: So you can do it in the guise of pioalls.
MR. GLASSCOCK: Yes Joe, we can - so we coulthabbefore. We could do a
phone call conference.
DR. BERTINI: But subcommittees can meet withoeihg open to the public.
MR. GLASSCOCK: Oh sure, I'm sorry.
CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, but we're talking here abgeitting other - not just
subcommittee meetings, people getting input froenatiner subcommittees.
DR. DROBOT: You could structure that as a subodtee meeting.
MS. BRIGGS: You can also advertise it in thelipulegister as a committee
meeting. | mean, we have done public meetingsvelainar.
MR. GLASSCOCK: Yes, so it could be done via weli You know, so there's no
problem.
MS. BRIGGS: | would bet you're going to get otheople on that webinar.
VICE CHAIR DENARO: Yes, it's a lot easier to neak phone call than it is to
travel someplace, so.
MS. BRIGGS: Yes.
CHAIR SUSSMAN: And do they have speaking prigée and all that?
MR. GLASSCOCK: You're talking about other mend¥er

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes.
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MR. GLASSCOCK: Yes, sure.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: No, not other members, peoplefibe public.

MR. GLASSCOCK: Oh, no, they have to - they htovket us know that they want
to make a presentation or speak and that rarelygmsp They may call in, you know, but the
likelihood of someone participating is very low.

MR. SILL: If you really want privacy then youveit in Nome, Alaska and in
January, right?

MS. BRIGGS: | mean, the point of this is - welid trying to keep people out here.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Okay, end of April the subcomredtreports, tentatively some
kind of phone webinar to vet the - to get inputgrfrthe entire committee on each subcommittee
report and then shoot for, I don't know, mid-Jusreaf meeting that will be for the purpose of
looking at a final draft of the report. Right? N&Vhat don't you like about that? That's what you
said.

MR. BELCHER: I think the - no, | know, but whaiu did is you took - | don't see
a whole lot of value - yes. | see the value - &amd'm not going to be comfortable signing ont® th
other two subcommittee reports unless | understdrad underlies them. And so you know, | do
want to know what drove the conclusions of the enbuittee report. | mean, the subcommittee
that Adam and Jim and | are on, it's pretty tecilraad it's pretty substantive and it's an arefa tha
we each know a little bit about but most of the ofshe group don't know very much about. So |
wouldn't - if | were you | wouldn't sign off on aimng we said until we kind of walked you through
how we got there and why we got there. And thercavehave a discussion and we can say this is

appropriate for the committee or it's not apprdpriar the committee to make this kind of
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recommendation. |find - | think that that is thest valuable time for us to spend together. nkthi
after we've written a report sitting around kibgiabout, you know, the final report isn't as seall
valuable. We can do that by phone. We can ddothtte internet. But the point at which | think
you need the face-to-face is the point at whiclvevgbt draft committee reports and draft
recommendations and you need to bring everybodyg apeed and get them on the same level.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So if the subcommittee reports submitted at the end of
April -

MR. BELCHER: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: - you're suggesting that we hthat meeting sometime in
May or June?

MR. BELCHER: Yes.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: That is, the meeting to actudlfve at it in terms of people
getting truly comfortable with what their peers éaaid.

MR. BELCHER: Yes, and then you write the re@dtér that and if you need call
or if you need other things after that you can daleethem after that. But that would be my
recommendation.

MR. CALABRESE: Maybe at the same meeting youatgo through the
subcommittee reports and then kind of do a preamyioutline of the report.

MR. BELCHER: Sure.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So you would - so between the ehdpril when the reports
are submitted and that meeting in the middle oé loes it make sense to have some kind of a

webinar to get some pre-discussion of this befaalvget together face to face in June? Is that a
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sensible action? | mean, that's like an hour opfges time, that's not a big deal.

DR. SWEATMAN: | think we need to - | kind of agg with - these subcommittees,
we haven't really been specific about what the @uinaittees are really going to do, but it depends
who turns up for the subcommittee as to what the@mmittee is going to write. You know, Scott
alluded to the expertise side of it. It just defeewho makes some strong statements on any given
occasion is going to influence the subcommitteeth@ end of the day it's really this whole
committee | think that's going to form an opiniased on kind of the homework that's done by the
subcommittees. | think the subcommittees are &frabing some homework but | don't see that
each subcommittee is going to write a third ofrég@ort and we just - and we have a report.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: No, there's obviously input.

DR. SWEATMAN: We need the whole view of the wdhabmmittee | think.
Otherwise the subcommittees could kind of come itip virtually anything, depending on who
gets on the line on any particular day.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So | think we have a plan. Let try it one more time and
see if | can get around the table without somelsadwling at me. So in two weeks' time we'll
have a template for the subcommittees to work agaifhat action goes to my vice chair and me
working with JPO staff, okay? So that's number. dde you folks should have that in a couple of
weeks' time. At the end of April we'll expect twédcommittee reports to be available. That will be
distributed to all the members of the committeee &kk anticipating some kind of a webinar in
mid-May just to kind of touch base and | loved ystuff, | hated your stuff, whatever it may be.
We get some idea of where we are and we'll shoat face-to-face meeting in the middle of June

at which hopefully we will synthesize the wholenthiand have something quite close by the time
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we're finished to something that's within modesition to get to a - to get to an actual formal
advice memo to JPO. Is that okay? I'm not evamggo look around the table.

And then superimposed on that is that we're gipar the end of March for
getting things rolling on this - for having the whpaper to the White House, a letter from the
committee urging Peter Appel or whoever else hdagtorged that we go forward in this direction.
| mean, if you're going to the White House I'm imn&gg you might have to ask the Secretary of
Transportation about that, but you know, you knbat better than | do. But that's all programmed
for the next three or four weeks to get that donthb end of -

DR. BERTINI: And I think your support for thatilonly help us because | think
it's already something that we want to do, jusiaéten of using the structure of this group to be/ve
specific about what outcomes we want and what Bpéanction we want to address during that
time. So that will help a lot.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And the subcommittee chaired leye? will be taking the lead
on the committee part of that, working with Rob tBerand whoever else you so designate. That'll
be very exciting if we can make that - make thatples.

DR. SWEATMAN: Yes, | think we want to work veclosely with Rob to put this
together.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Oh, absolutely. Okay. So | thine just - | don't - does
someone have something to advance that? YesthBk lwe've done much of this and | think
what ought to happen in terms of trying to setta,d&e ought to get a doodle poll out or something
like that to the committee with a week or two ofslgort of ranging I'm going to nominally say

from the 10th of June to the 20th of June, somesvimethat window and see what looks like it
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makes sense, and start to zero in on that.

DR. BERTINI: | know that there's a meeting tBatlley will be at in early June so
we'll use whatever date she'll be back from that.

MR. SILL: Rob, if you wait about 10 seconds.eTheeting is from June 6 through
10. It's in France so the availability will beginthe earliest on the &nd then there's a meeting
you're going to that's meeting June 27.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And perhaps we ought to have heotloodle poll for
sometime mid-May for days on which people are atwg! for a 1- to perhaps 2-hour webinar at
which we talk about the reports that you have stibthat the end of April, that is the subcommittee
reports. So if we could do all that that'd be sufigreryone's in stunned silence at this poirtt, bu
figured we'd be out of here at 2 o'clock in therafbon to tell you the truth, but it didn't quite
happen. Is there anything further that anybodytsvendiscuss as long as we are - as long as we're
all together and all warmed up by this time?

DR. BERTINI: | would beg your indulgence for anute.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Sure.

DR. BERTINI: So this is my last meeting with yasi the acting director of the ITS
JPO and so | want to use this chance to remindhailShelley Row is returning on April 11.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: And she's going to want to chaagerything.

DR. BERTINI: And so of course | will remain deetdeputy administrator and Peter
Appel and | will remain actively engaged with yowdawith this program | think on a - I've asked
Valerie and John Augustine to help on a day-tolkesrs and | think that's been working very well

and | think we've benefitted from having - I've bgited from Valerie's leadership role and
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working, Joe and Bob, with you to a great exténtant to thank Stephen and Charlie for their
logistical superpowers in getting these meetingeged and you know dealing with all the details,
and also Valerie and John and Chris and the difitd@eam including Walt and Steve today and the
many others who've attended and participated &giivgour meetings as well as our other DOT
colleagues who are very committed to the progranot of people went to a lot of work to set up a
wonderful demo for yesterday morning. | feelelt bad about on one hand the fact that that didn't
come off, but in spending today with you | feekElithis was a very productive meeting and so | feel
like it was useful to hold the meeting here in Mgam. We can say we helped the Michigan
economy a little bit.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Which it can badly use.

DR. BERTINI: | appreciate all of the efforts thy@u all, that all the committee
members expend. Itis a bit -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Even those who didn't show ught?

DR. BERTINI: Even those. But it's a bit humigliand extremely heartening to see
how much passion you have for our program and #king sure that we collectively realize the
benefits of the technologies that we're focusedAimd the fact that you care so much that you are
spending this time with us helping to shape andh pigsit means a lot to me personally and | know
to Peter and the other members of the leadersking @OT and to our staff we really appreciate all
that you do. So | think I've thanked everyondidh't thank the transcriber person but thank you
and again, it's been a privilege to work in thisipon as acting director and | know that as we enov
forward Shelley will resume her role as directar Ibu not going to - I'm not going to stay away,

I'm not going to be less visible to you although slhil again have the day-to-day responsibility for
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running the office.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So let me comment in responsedahMIT we say there's no
worse job than an acting anything, and you've lreénis acting position following a very tough act
to follow, a very competent person for almost a e we think you've held up your standard very
well, especially in that to the best of my abitibydiscern it they took absolutely zero off youatpl
and you replaced someone who worked full-time onlyhis.

DR. BERTINI: Right.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So thank you for your effortsndyou mentioned the passion
of the committee and we all - we all have that ppassAnd sometimes that may come across as us
being in some sense adversarial, but | thinkntjsartant that JPO understands we're all on the same
side of this battle, we all want ITS to succeethabest possible way and people should recognize
that some of our passion doesn't reflect any laskipport, but only a desire to make things as good
as they possibly can be.

DR. BERTINI: And we appreciate that. Maybe oslhd - I've already singled out
Valerie and | really appreciate everything you'veelin this year because | think Shelley will be a
full-time director and she will, you know, have lefyly a little more time than | have had. But
John Augustine is also the person | would singte &le's not here at the moment, but he really has
stepped up in an impressive way. He's an impreggvson and | couldn't have looked good in
your eyes and | appreciate that without John'y daitl sometimes 24-hour day support, so | will
tell him that when | see him, but | wanted you@alknow also that | really.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: So I think the lovefest is almoser, right?

DR. BERTINI: Yes.
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CHAIR SUSSMAN: We're almost done with that.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: One more thank you. Sincehas joined us again, Jim
Buczkowski who was our speaker last night -

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, he did.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: - giving us perspective obn OEM and how they're
moving forward with their customers | think wasraaj perspective for us to have as well, so thank
you for joining us.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Getting us successfully througthraner with God knows how
many bottles of wine consumed before you got ugethe

VICE CHAIR DENARO: Briefing people who are dring wine is not necessarily
a great experience.

MR. KISSINGER: Any idea where the meeting wii lheld?

CHAIR SUSSMAN: | haven't given it a microsecasfdhought at this moment
unless somebody has some suggestions. | knowiemglfrsome of you may know him, Matthew
Edelman, who's the executive director of TRANSC®Nhie New York metro area has been
lobbying me to meet in lovely downtown - wheret®s Hoboken or something? Where
TRANSCOM is right across the river from New Yorkdame could perhaps watch that operation as
well as have our meetings. But that's just onsipihisy. | just wanted to make you aware that he
had invited us to do it if we so chose. | dondenstand the politics of doing it or not doinghiete,
but -

DR. BERTINI: Idon't know of any. | think we'cé course happy to host it in D.C.

or the committee members are from all over the tygwo.
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CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, we wanted to do this dentavould be a little hard to
do it in Hoboken I'm guessing, but there are o$iites where it might be better.

MR. SILL: It may be wroth trying to come backé@again and the odds of Mother
Nature's cooperation are better than in March.
CHAIR SUSSMAN: My quota for coming to Detroit iace a year. Absolute limit.

MR. BELCHER: Joe, just as you think about tthie, one comment | would make
is it's a lot easier for the public sector membetsavel to Washington, D.C. than it is for themn t
travel to other locations.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Indeed. An excellent point.

MR. BELCHER: That's just something to think abou

VICE CHAIR DENARO: We usually have had our megs in Washington.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Yes, most of them have beers dtily actually quite recently
- I think the Oakland one was the first offsite.

VICE CHAIR DENARO: We specifically wanted it tdiecause we wanted to see
some things.

CHAIR SUSSMAN: Outside the Beltway. Okay, wélahk you all for your participation

and | look forward to all the outputs that we'vebgthely committed to and let's hope they actually

happen. That's certainly the intent. Thank you.

ADJOURN

(Whereupon, the foregoing matter went off the@réat 3:35 p.m.)
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